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ABSTRACT
Transitioning students with disability demonstrate poorer outcomes in
employment, education, and independent living than peers without disability. Legislation
and research aimed at supporting transitioning students has led to increased
understanding of initiatives that can better support youth and families. Interagency
collaboration for transition planning is a key pillar, but evidence-based research in
implementation and effects is limited. Through a single-state survey research design, this
study aims to identify the levels and perceptions of collaborative factors among transition
professionals, specifically educators, Vocational Rehabilitation professionals, and various
community supports providers. Variance in perceptions exist among participant role
groups, as well as among those professionals with experience serving on formal
collaborative planning teams. Educators as a whole report that time and workload barriers
affect their ability to collaborate effectively. Additionally, professionals with experience
on formal collaborative teams identify that meeting organization strategies are more
effective at building collaboration than collaboration skills alone. These findings may be
applied to technical assistance providers when developing team-level evaluations to
monitor current levels and support needs of collaborative transition planning teams.

v

TABLE OF CONTENTS
Dedication .......................................................................................................................... iii
Acknowledgements ........................................................................................................... iv
Abstract ................................................................................................................................v
List of Tables ................................................................................................................... vii
Chapter 1: Introduction ........................................................................................................1
Chapter 2: Literature Review ............................................................................................12
Chapter 3: Methods ...........................................................................................................52
Chapter 4: Results .............................................................................................................84
Chapter 5: Discussion ......................................................................................................117
References .......................................................................................................................134
Appendix A: Survey Introduction and Description Letter .............................................. 146
Appendix B: Survey Feedback Form ...............................................................................147
Appendix C: Interagency Collaboration for Transition Planning Survey .......................151

vi

LIST OF TABLES
Table 3.1 Survey Participants by Role ..............................................................................74
Table 3.2 Participant Demographics ..................................................................................75
Table 3.3 Transition Teaming: Teaming Components ......................................................77
Table 3.4 Alignment of Survey Sections, Items, Research Questions, and Corresponding
Research .................................................................................................................79

Table 3.5 Plan for Data Analysis .......................................................................................80
Table 3.6 Survey Participants Role Groupings ..................................................................81
Table 4.1 Transition Teaming: General Collaboration Levels ........................................106
Table 4.2 Transition Teaming: Personnel Collaboration Levels .....................................107
Table 4.3 Factor Loadings and Commonalities Based on a Principal Components
Analysis for 18 Barriers to Collaboration ............................................................108

Table 4.4 Barriers to Collaboration by Factor: All Participants ......................................109
Table 4.5 Factor Loadings and Commonalities Based on a Principal Components
Analysis for 13 Collaboration Strategy Items ......................................................110

Table 4.6 Strategies for Collaboration by Factor: All Participants ..................................110

vii

Table 4.7 Factor Loadings and Commonalities Based on a Principal Components
Analysis for 14 Effects of Collaboration Items ...................................................111

Table 4.8 Effects of Collaboration by Factor: All Participants .......................................112
Table 4.9 Descriptive Statistics for Effect Factors by Role .............................................113
Table 4.10 Kruskal-Wallis One-way ANOVA for Interagency Collaboration Factors ...114
Table 4.11 Descriptive Statistics and T-tests for Factors by Current Transition Team
Membership Status...............................................................................................115

Table 4.12 Descriptive Statistics and T-tests for Factors by Previous Team Membership
Status ....................................................................................................................116

viii

CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION
Background of Study
Schools and education systems exist to prepare youth for adulthood. The success
of an educational system is often measured by the knowledge and skills young people
possess when exiting school, how effective they are at obtaining and retaining
employment, and/or their enrollment in a postsecondary educational program. Many
young people with disability, however, exit school less likely than their nondisabled peers
to have obtained a diploma, to pursue postsecondary education, and to remain in stable
employment through their adult lives (Luecking & Luecking, 2015; Landmark, Ju, &
Zhang, 2010). The poor transition outcomes for students with disabilities have
emphasized the critical nature of secondary transition planning. While research of
evidence-based practices and promising programs targeting the improvement of these
outcomes is growing, the disparity in outcomes continues to exist and further work is
needed to improve transition planning efforts.
As students with disability move through special education programming, they
are granted rights and protections safeguarding their education including access to a Free
Appropriate Public Education (FAPE), due process rights, access to education in the least
restrictive environment (LRE), and development of an Individualized Education Program
(IEP). The IEP process is driven by a team of stakeholders including the special
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educator, general educator, district representative, parent, related service providers, the
student, and any additional advocates or support personnel as needed. Law requires these
IEP team members meet annually to review students’ progress and to develop new goals
to ensure that students are receiving individualized services based on their strengths and
needs (Yell, 2012). As students age and eventually exit the special education services
provided by the district, they are no longer entitled to receive these supports or team
services. When students exit public schooling, the discontinuation of the annual team
planning meetings can seem abrupt and unfinished to families accustomed to these yearly
discussions. Often, students and families are not prepared for the various challenges
related to accessing adult services in the community after exiting high school (Brown,
Wehmeyer, Weist Webb, & Seabrooks-Blackmore, 2017).
States and school districts have recognized the gap that often exists for students
and families as they transition away from the special education entitlement model of
services, to an adult services eligibility model (Brown et al., 2017; Plotner, Trach, &
Shogren, 2012). Families accustomed to yearly scheduled IEP meetings can struggle
with the shift to a more self-directed, personal initiative approach; access to adult services
often requires self-advocacy, knowledge of the system, time spent on waiting-lists, and
assessments for eligibility. This transition may be further complicated when families are
beginning the process to access supports after high school.
Planning for the transition from the educational setting to the adult world ideally
occurs well before students exit high school. This planning involves multiple
stakeholders from various applicable agencies, with an individualized person-centered
approach to best support the student’s personal goals and needs (Brown et al., 2017).
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Specifically, the stakeholders work to ensure that students and families are informed
about available community supports and resources to seamlessly transition to these
providers after the student exits high school. Research has demonstrated, however, that
one of the major challenges of secondary special education transition planning is
maintaining effective interagency collaboration among stakeholders and team members
responsible for helping the student plan for successful post-high school outcomes
(Lueking & Lueking, 2015; Plotner, Trach, & Shogren, 2012).
Rationale for Present Study
There is a robust literature based that provides context and details regarding the
difficulties facing families of students with disability transitioning to adulthood. The
National Longitudinal Transition Study of Special Education Students (NLTS),
sponsored by the Office of Special Education, provides data from approximately 4,810
students receiving special education services in a secondary setting, tracking their
experiences over five years as they moved from high school to adult settings (Newman,
et al., 2011). This nationwide longitudinal study documents the early adulthood
outcomes of youth with disability in three general areas: postsecondary education,
employment, and independent living. Postsecondary education includes college courses
or vocational training. These outcomes are important to study as postsecondary training
can in-turn lead to higher salary and lifetime earnings, as well as access to more desirable
work opportunities for individuals with disability. Likewise, employment outcome data is
valuable because successful employment often leads to financial independence, increased
potential for residential independence (Blackorby & Wagner, 1996) and often social
fulfillment. Lastly, the findings relating to independent living outcomes provide
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meaningful insight into the competencies of individuals to successfully access adult life
and maintain an independent household.
The NLTS2 study, a more recent study funded by the U.S. Department of
Education, continued longitudinal data collection from nearly 12,000 secondary and postschool aged students with disability from 2000 to 2010. This study was structured to
update findings to better explore the potential impacts of transition services authorized
after the 1997 Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA) Amendments, as well
as to examine outcomes across multiple disability groups and outcome domains
(Shogren, Shaw, & Little, 2016). General findings show that 40% of individuals in
special education programming “drop out” of school, or essentially exit without a
recognized diploma (Newman, et al., 2011). For more specific findings, these data can
be disaggregated based on disability category, time since graduation, socioeconomic
status of families, etc. For example, findings show that only 7% of individuals with high
support needs in categories such as intellectual disability and multiple disabilities
attended postsecondary schooling and only 3% reported living independently (Bouck,
2012). Individuals with high support needs reported working fewer hours than individuals
in other disability categories (such as those with learning disabilities, visual or hearing
impairments, and emotional disability), and 69% were unemployed.
Findings from the NLTS2 can also be compared with similar research categories
of non-disabled same-aged peers. General findings show that youth with disability are
less likely to be enrolled in or to have completed postsecondary education, less likely to
live independently, and are shown to earn lower wages/salary than non-disabled peers
(Newman et al., 2011). The poor outcomes indicated through these longitudinal studies
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indicate the continued need for effective instructional programming, transition planning,
and collaboration among relevant agencies in order to address the various barriers facing
families of students with disability transitioning to adulthood.
One area of focus for professionals working towards improved transition
outcomes for individuals with disability is improving coordination and collaboration
among support providers available to students preparing to exit high school. For the
purpose of this paper, a general definition, provided by the U.S. Department of Education
Office of Special Education Programs (OSEP) Vision for Targeted and Intensive
Technical Assistance (2015) defines collaboration as “entities, projects, or stakeholders
working together to achieve a common goal through shared resources and
responsibilities.” The National Technical Assistance Center on Transition (NTACT)
further specifies components of this definition relevant to the field of special education
transition, adding that interagency collaboration efforts seek to cross agencies, programs,
and disciplines to lead to tangible transition outcomes for youth (Rowe et al., 2015).
Interagency collaboration can be viewed as occurring at various levels within the
context of secondary transition (Noonan & Morningstar, 2012; Flowers et al., 2018;
Povenmire-Kirk et al., 2015). For instance, interagency collaboration at the state level
may include agency leaders with a focus on eligibility criteria, available services, funding
sources, and opportunities to align programming. At a school district or regional level,
interagency collaboration may include discussions about individual service schools, local
employment services or training opportunities for schools, or braided funding options for
serving a particular local program. On the smallest scale, interagency collaboration is an
essential component of transition plans for individual students preparing to exit high
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school. Discussions at this level focus on one student’s goals, needs for specific services,
or next steps that appropriate agencies can provide to ensure a smooth transition to adult
services (Povenmire-Kirk et al., 2015). Collaboration among agencies, regardless of the
scale, aims to improve transition outcomes for students through coordination, service
delivery, and communication among families and providers (Noonan & Morningstar,
2012).
The practice of interagency collaboration is noted as an essential tenet of
successful transition planning in multiple guiding documents within the special education
secondary transition research field. One, the Taxonomy for Transition Planning 2.0,
delineates five components for effective student transition planning based on legislation
and findings from research: Interagency Collaboration, along with Student-Focused
Planning, Student Skill Development, Family Engagement, and effective Program
Structure (Kohler, Gothbert, Fowler, & Coyle, 2016). Within the Interagency
Collaboration component, Kohler et al. (2016) offer both framework and service delivery
recommendations. Framework recommendations include tasks such as: formal
interagency agreements with clear roles and responsibilities, effective communication,
data-sharing, and a reduction of systems barriers. Service delivery collaboration
recommendations include coordinated collection and use of assessment data,
collaborative planning and evaluation of programming, and specific purposeful
collaboration of transition services among all stakeholders. This collaboration, whether at
the individual student level or the district level, involves the development of clear roles,
communication among partners, data-sharing, as well as coordinated service delivery
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with linkages between the student/family and the appropriate transition or adult service
providers (Kohler et al., 2016).
Another guiding framework within the special education transition research field,
the National Collaborative on Workforce and Disability for Youth (NCWD/Youth)
(2005) identifies five Guideposts for Success based on research in the field of special
education transition. These Guideposts are based on the principles of high expectations
for youth with disability, equality of opportunity, assumptions of full participation
through self-determination, and goals for competitive employment, independent living,
and individualized supports planning (NCWD/Youth, 2005). The five Guideposts include
School-based Preparation, Career and Work-based Preparation, Youth Development and
Leadership, Connecting Activities, and Family Involvement and Supports.
The Connecting Activities Guidepost includes reference to interagency
collaboration and planning. Connecting Activities include interagency coordination and
collaboration such as “structured arrangements in postsecondary institutions and adult
service agencies” and “connection to other services and opportunities” (NCWD/Youth,
2005, p. 7). The inclusion of these collaboration recommendations within the Guideposts
reflects the importance of interagency planning and active involvement in order to
improve transition outcomes for youth with disability.
As described above, the concept of interagency collaboration is relevant to
programming at the community, school, and individual student/IEP team level.
Unfortunately, the research in interagency collaboration for transition planning is limited.
Relevant secondary transition research points to benefits of interagency collaboration, but
does not indicate specific guidelines, expectations, or framework for teams to implement.
7

Oertle and Trach (2007) discuss findings related to potential barriers to effective
collaboration identified in the research: poor relationship-building at the school team
level, lack of communication between teachers and VR professionals, poor meeting
preparation, lack of coordinated referrals, and little collaboration on student goals or
instructional plans between special educators and VR providers. These barriers can lead
to confusion among stakeholders, missed opportunities for services, and a loss of
valuable transition preparation time for students. When this lack of collaboration occurs,
“special education and community rehabilitation, parallel systems, operate independently
rather than interdependently,” (p. 40), and youth are less informed and prepared to
receive the services they need for successful transitions (Oertle & Trach, 2007). The
authors conclude that commitments to collaboration, backing from administrators and
supervisors, and joint trainings with school and agency personnel can improve
collaboration and interagency relationships.
Studies relating to member roles, perceptions, and expectations of collaboration
effectiveness can further increase understanding of collaborative practices (Oertle &
Trach, 2007), and align with the present study proposal. For example, to study
perceptions based on team member role, Plotner, Rose, Stinnett, and Ivester (2017)
surveyed educators, VR counselors, transition specialists, and other community agency
professionals (all active members of school district interagency transition teams) to
determine correlations among perceptions/expectations of collaboration, time on the
committee, and role. Findings indicate that teachers report having unclear understandings
of stakeholder roles relating to transition planning. Teachers also report not taking the
lead in accomplishing transition tasks or coordinating services as often as VR counselors

8

or district transition specialists (Plotner et al., 2017). These findings combine to indicate
incorrect role assumptions which can lead to glaring gaps in service planning. Plotner et
al. (2017) suggest additional teacher preparation, as well as targeted technical assistance
to purposefully facilitate collaboration to increase understanding of roles and
responsibilities.
Quantifying or otherwise measuring levels of collaboration within teams has been
largely neglected in the research (Fabian, Simonsen, Deschamps, Dong, & Luecking,
2016; Noonan, McCall, Zheng, & Erickson, 2012; Johnson, 2012), and is further
complicated due to a lack of measurement instruments and the inability to generalize
tools to multiple collaborative contexts (Thomson, Perry, & Miller, 2007; Frey et al.,
2006). Historically, the effectiveness of collaborative teams was measured through basic
productivity, such as the number of projects completed, but neglected to evaluate the
quality of the projects or outcomes of partnerships (Erickson, Noonan, Supon Carter,
McGurn, & Purifoy, 2015). In a review of the literature relating to interagency
collaboration of teams working with transition age youth, Moore & Lammert (2017)
report that of the limited empirical research in this area, what does exist is mostly
qualitative and focused on internal team dynamics rather than studies on collaboration
and any resultant client outcomes at the individual or systems level (Moore & Lammert,
2017; Noonan, McCall et al., 2012). Additionally, research in the effectiveness of
specific collaboration models or interventions to increase collaboration at various levels
of teaming is also scarce (Noonan, McCall et al., 2012).
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Purpose of Study
Service coordination and inclusive discussions among all stakeholders are
necessary to ensure that individuals with disability and their families receive thorough
and accurate information as they move from public education services to the general
public (Stodden & Roberts, 2008). Longitudinal data demonstrates that students with
disability exit school with lower employment, education, and independent living
outcomes than their non-disabled peers (Newman et al., 2011). Collaboration and
coordination among stakeholders is recognized as a promising practice and a predictor of
improved outcomes (Test et al., 2016; Kohler et al., 2016), however, no clear directive or
outline for implementing special education interagency collaboration exists. While
components of various collaboration models address the importance of developing and
allocating resources from multiple stakeholders, there is little research on the
effectiveness of teams examining their collaborative activities and applying evaluation
results (Erickson et al. 2015). The perceptions of strategies, barriers, and effects of
collaboration can vary depending on the design and make-up of the collaborative group,
the stakeholders’ levels of experience, and the perceived roles of each member and
agency. Although various strategies designed to simplify the collaboration process exist,
the current research in effective implementation and evaluation of interagency
collaboration for secondary transition planning is limited.
The purpose of this study is to explore factors that contribute to effective interagency collaboration in transition planning for individuals with disability. The current
study will utilize survey research to examine the viewpoints of transition professionals in
one southeastern state. The specific research questions for this study are as follows:
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1. What are the reported levels of collaboration for transition professionals?
2. What do transition professionals indicate as the most challenging barriers to
effective collaboration?
3. What do transition professionals indicate as the most effective strategies for
successful collaboration?
4. What do transition professionals indicate as the perceived effects of
collaboration?
5. Do transition professionals’ perceptions of the components of collaboration vary
based on their professional roles?
6. Does membership in a formal collaborative team affect transition professionals’
perceptions of components of collaboration.
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CHAPTER 2
LITERATURE REVIEW
Overview
Students with disability preparing to transition from high school to adult settings
require significant planning to ensure their educational programming is focused and
individualized based on their personal needs and goals. States and school districts have
recognized the gap that often exists for students and families as they transition away from
the special education entitlement model of services, to an adult services eligibility model
(Brown et al., 2017; Plotner, Trach, & Shogren, 2012). Families accustomed to yearly
scheduled IEP meetings can struggle with the shift to a more self-directed, personal
initiative approach; access to adult services often requires self-advocacy, knowledge of
the system, time spent on waiting-lists, assessments for eligibility, and patience. This
transition may be further complicated when families are unaware of potential community
supports or the steps in beginning the process to access supports after high school.
Planning for the transition from the educational setting to the adult world ideally
occurs well before students exit high school. Successful planning requires effective
collaboration among multiple stakeholders from various applicable agencies, with an
individualized person-centered approach to best support the student’s personal goals and
needs (Brown et al., 2017). For example, stakeholders may collaborate to ensure that
students and families are informed about available community supports and resources to
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seamlessly transition to these providers after the student exits high school. The
effectiveness of agency collaboration relevant to transitioning students is one variable
which can significantly contribute to students’ adult outcomes in areas of postsecondary
education, employment, and independent living.
Research has demonstrated, however, that one of the major challenges of
secondary transition planning is maintaining effective interagency collaboration among
stakeholders and team members responsible for helping the student plan for successful
post-high school outcomes (Lueking & Lueking, 2015; Plotner, Trach, & Shogren, 2012).
These outcomes are important to study as postsecondary training can in-turn lead to
higher salary and lifetime earnings, as well as access to more desirable work
opportunities for individuals with disability. Likewise, employment outcome data is
valuable because successful employment often leads to financial independence, increased
potential for residential independence (Blackorby & Wagner, 1996) and often social
fulfillment. Lastly, the findings relating to independent living outcomes provide
meaningful insight into the competencies of individuals to successfully access adult life
and maintain an independent household.
Results from longitudinal studies tracking these outcomes help to provide context
and detail regarding the difficulties facing families of students with disability
transitioning to adulthood. The National Longitudinal Transition Study of Special
Education Students (NLTS), sponsored by the Office of Special Education, provides data
from approximately 4,810 students receiving special education services in a secondary
setting, tracking their experiences over five years as they moved from high school to
adult settings (Newman, et al., 2011). The NLTS2 study, a follow-up of the NLTS funded
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by the U.S. Department of Education, continued longitudinal data collection from nearly
12,000 secondary and post-school aged students with disability from 2000 to 2010. This
study was structured to update findings to better explore the potential impacts of
transition services authorized after the 1997 IDEA Amendments, as well as to examine
outcomes across multiple disability groups and outcome domains (Shogren, Shaw, &
Little, 2016). General findings show that 40% of individuals in special education
programming “drop out” of school, or essentially exit without a recognized diploma
(Newman, et al., 2011). For more specific findings, these data can be disaggregated
based on disability category, time since graduation, socioeconomic status of families, etc.
For example, findings show that only 7% of individuals with high support needs in
categories such as intellectual disability and multiple disabilities attended postsecondary
schooling and only 3% reported living independently (Bouck, 2012). Individuals with
high support needs reported working fewer hours than individuals in other disability
categories (such as those with learning disabilities, visual or hearing impairments, and
emotional disability), and 69% were unemployed.
Findings from the NLTS2 can also be compared to similar research categories of
non-disabled same-aged peers. General findings show that youth with disability are less
likely to be enrolled in or to have completed postsecondary education, less likely to live
independently, and are shown to earn lower wages/salary than non-disabled peers
(Newman et al., 2011). The poor outcomes indicated through these longitudinal studies
indicate the continued need for effective instructional programming, transition planning,
and collaboration among relevant agencies in order to address the various barriers facing
families of students with disability transitioning to adulthood.
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One area of focus for professionals working towards improved transition
outcomes for individuals with disability is improving coordination and collaboration
among support providers available to students preparing to exit high school. Various
levels of teams can exist to help plan and provide appropriate opportunities for students
preparing for transition. At the individual level, students rely on their personal transition
IEP teams to develop and monitor their transition goals and services, while at a broader
level, interagency collaboration at the school and district levels aims to improve access to
programs, increase effective communication, and coordinate services for students during
transition out of high school. Together, through effective collaboration, these interagency
teams can increase opportunities, access to services, and general preparedness for posthigh school life for families of students with disability.
The purpose of this study is to explore factors that contribute to effective interagency collaboration in transition planning for individuals with disability. The current
study will utilize survey research to examine the viewpoints of transition professionals in
one southeastern state. The specific research questions for this study are as follows:
1. What are the reported levels of collaboration for transition professionals?
2. What do transition professionals indicate as the most challenging barriers to effective
collaboration?
3. What do transition professionals indicate as the most effective strategies for
successful collaboration?
4. What do transition professionals indicate as the perceived effects of collaboration?
5. Do transition professionals’ perceptions of the components of collaboration vary
based on their professional roles?
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6. Does membership in a formal collaborative team affect transition professionals’
perceptions of components of collaboration?
The remainder of this chapter begins by providing background to establish the
present research understandings of collaboration in general. Continuing, the paper will
discuss the legislative background for secondary transition interagency collaboration, as
well as descriptions of considerations for effective interagency transition planning teams
and current gaps in the research in this area; specifically, research relevant to contributing
team members and roles, levels of collaboration within teams, barriers to effective
collaboration, and effective professional preparation for interagency collaboration.
Relevant research in the field of special education and secondary transition programming
focusing on interagency collaboration will be presented. The literature review is
presented in a conceptual format to integrate findings based on commonalities in focus.
Understanding Collaboration
At least 15 varied definitions for collaboration can be identified throughout the
literature. This variance is crucial for groups to consider because the goals of the
collaborative process should not be assumed to be clearly understood or consistent among
participating members (Moore & Lammert, 2017). The U.S. Department of Education
Office of Special Education Programs (OSEP) Vision for Targeted and Intensive
Technical Assistance (2015), describes collaboration as “entities, projects, or
stakeholders working together to achieve a common goal through shared resources and
responsibilities.” The National Technical Assistance Center on Transition (NTACT)
further specifies components of this definition relevant to the field of special education
transition, adding that interagency collaboration efforts seek to cross agencies, programs,
16

and disciplines to lead to tangible transition outcomes for youth (Rowe et al., 2015).
Essentially, collaboration consists of team members or agencies working together toward
a shared conceptual framework and stated goal or vision (Oertle and Seader, 2015). The
following section presents findings relevant to research in aspects of general
collaboration including considerations for developing teams, pragmatic considerations,
and general strategies for collaboration.
Developing Collaboration
The ability of collaborative teams to make meaningful progress towards identified
goals and issues is a result of the interactive roles of each member, as well as attention to
factors known to contribute or hinder collaboration. Collaboration may be viewed as a
final step in a process of cooperation and coordination (Moore & Lammert, 2017; Oertle
& Seader, 2015; Noonan, Erickson, & Morningstar, 2013). For instance, teams at the
cooperation level may have developed formal processes for sharing information, while
teams at the coordination level utilize these formal processes to work towards common
goals, tasks, and shared decision-making. The next step, Collaboration, may include
these components with added activities such as working on common goals using common
strategies, utilizing comprehensive planning and communication methods, and employing
intensive organization (Moore & Lammert, 2017). Whether developing new teams, or
working to improve existing teams, a focus on systematic steps for program development
will further increase the likelihood for successful collaboration (Friend & Cook, 1992).
Systematically recognizing the team development stages, and addressing issues
that may arise is important in order for teams to make meaningful progress through these
steps to effective collaboration. Several researchers have identified and proposed
17

methods for collaborative program development covering both the distinct levels of
interaction (as teams move from cooperation to collaboration), as well as the potential
dynamics teams may experience while moving through challenging developmental steps.
While variations in the specific names of collaborative stages may exist, many of the
details of the developmental components are consistent and overlap across research
studies.
To conceptualize the development of team interaction, Frey, Lohmeier, Lee, and
Tollefson (2006) reviewed existing models of team development in order to propose a
collaboration evaluation tool. They identify various study findings, from which they
compile a seven-stage linear model of collaboration, with the first being little or no
collaboration and the last being full collaboration or unification. Frey et al. (2006)
propose the following developmental stages of team collaboration:
1. Coexistence: multiple groups with no collaboration.
2. Communication: basic networking stage.
3. Cooperation: beginning alliances among groups.
4. Coordination: establishment of partnerships.
5. Coalition: increasing mutually beneficial partnerships.
6. Collaboration: merging, overlapping of groups.
7. Coadunation: “growing together” or a unification of groups.
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These stages align with findings discussed throughout this review of relevant literature,
and provide a thorough model for identifying teams’ current levels of collaboration along
the continuum.
In addition to identifying these specific logistical levels of interactions among
agency members identified above, teams can also evaluate their current levels of
interaction and movement through developmental stages of teamwork. Tuckman (1965)
presents a conceptualized model of how group behaviors change over time and move
through predictable stages of development. He labels and defines these stages as follows:
1. Forming stage: teams are orienting to task, to group expectation, and to each
other.
2. Storming stage: teams experience conflict, polarization, emotional responses, and
resistance to group requirements.
3. Norming stage: teams overcome resistance, develop cohesiveness.
4. Performing stage: group roles are functional and energy is focused completing
agreed-upon tasks.
This model can be applied to teams in a variety of fields to help leaders and team
members recognize and anticipate stages, and address unique challenges throughout their
development (Everson et al., 2017).
The four stages identified by Tuckman (1965) may be viewed as a broad umbrella
of developmental stages. Subsequent research in collaboration further specifies steps
teams may progress through as they move through the four stages. These additional
considerations for team development delineate not only the current levels of interaction
among team members, but anticipated stages of teamwork and potential barriers along the
19

path to full collaboration. Flynn and Harbin (1987), as well as Friend and Cook (1992)
present complementary paradigms detailing stages of the team development process.
Flynn and Harbin (1987) identify four stages of team development as:
1. Formation: selection and introduction of appropriate members, development
of group structure, agreement on individual roles including leadership.
2. Conceptualization: development of mission statement and timelines, active
participation and communication among members.
3. Development: work groups address needs and plans to work toward goals.
4. Implementation: utilize developed strategies to meet goals, policies and
services improved.
Similarly, Friend and Cook (1992) identify five stages of program planning and
implementation, several of which align with the stages outlined by Flynn and Harbin
(1987). The stages identified by Friend and Cook (1992) are:
1. Stage one: Establishing the Program and Its Goals: aligns with components
of the Formative stage including the “development of adequate structure for
group to function”, discussion of. . . a global mission”, and allowing members
to develop relationships (Flynn & Harbin, 1987, p. 40).
2. Stage two: Planning for implementation: aligns with components of the
Conceptualization stage including development of working strategies and
timelines (Flynn & Harbin, 1987)
3. Stage 3: Preparing for implementation: aligns with portions of
Conceptualization stage such as building public awareness, and building
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coordination among groups, and components of the Developmental stage such
as communication logistics and training of personnel (Flynn & Harbin, 1987)
4. Stage 4: Implementing the Program: aligns with Implementation stage
components including ensuring productivity (Flynn & Harbin, 1987)
5. Stage 5: Maintaining the Program: aligns with Implementation stage
components such as initiating policy changes to remove barriers and enhance
interagency functioning (Flynn & Harbin, 1987)
Each of these models present slight variations on the collaborative teaming process and
components or expectations for developing teams.
General guidance in effective collaboration is applicable regardless of the purpose
or domain of the interagency team. Pragmatic issues such as finding a convenient
meeting space and shared time for all members to attend can be challenging for a team,
and especially so for education professionals (Friend & Cook, 1992). Team members also
require time to plan for meetings and to conduct any reflection or follow-up activity
designated at previous meetings. Recognizing and planning for this time commitment is
an important consideration when planning for collaboration. Other pragmatic
considerations such as relationship-building and training in effective group
communication provide for a strong foundation for group dynamics. Exercises in
professional assertiveness, problem-solving, conflict resolution, and goal development
can establish effective working relationships and promote more efficient movement
towards collaborative goals (Cramer, 1998).
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General Collaboration Strategies
Researchers have identified numerous additional considerations for collaborative
team development beyond initial pragmatic aspects. Pfeiffer and Cundari (2000) and
Friend and Cook (1992) discuss the application of several components which can
influence teams’ ability to move towards effectively collaboration. Ensuring the
following collaborative considerations can increase productivity and effectiveness:
● team ownership of the identified problem and development of a clear goal;
● joint planning as well as implementation;
● active participation;
● equity among parties;
● personal member needs are met including individual agency requirements;
● accountability, both individually and for the group;
● pooled resources;
● maintenance of agree-upon group processes;
● voluntariness of membership (Friend & Cook, 1992; Pfeiffer & Cundari, 2000).
When scrutinized, these expectations can seem lofty and unrealistic; however,
targeted strategies can help teams improve collaboration. Pfeiffer and Cundari (2000)
provide guidance for designing an effective team based on extensive review of research
in the field of interagency collaboration. First, teams should recognize and address the
barriers caused by variations in agency knowledge and expertise. Differences may be
apparent in areas such as terminology, eligibility criteria, regulations, service delivery,
and roles in the collaborative process. Second, teams must also work to recognize and
overcome attitudinal barriers such as assumptions that involvement on an interagency
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team equates to more work and responsibility, or that any ensuing changes will be
ineffective or pointless. The third barrier Pfeiffer and Cundari (2000) identify relate to
organizational regulations. Teams may experience regulations which limit their ability to
exchange student information, constraints on obtaining agency funding for new
collaborative activities, or barriers in obtaining adequate time for convenient meetings for
all members.
Along with these barriers, Pfeiffer and Cundari (2000) identify strategies to
support developing collaborative teams. Teams should begin by working to learn about
other agencies’ terminology and regulations, and members’ respective roles and
responsibilities within both the agency and the interagency team. The varied expertise
present within interagency teams increases the potential value of collaboration which can
be maximized through focused training on the collaborative process. Teams can work to
develop effective communication skills, to establish norms for efficient meetings, to
develop team problem-solving skills, and to facilitate active participation from all
members (Pfeiffer and Cundari, 2000). In summary, teams should not assume that
collaboration will occur naturally, but rather through purposeful training and continuous
monitoring in order to most productively overcome likely barriers. Integrating
meaningful training in collaboration should be a consideration when developing a team
design.
A collaborative team’s capacity is influenced by both the skills and knowledge
brought by the individual members, as well as the members’ attitudes and willingness to
grow in their collaborative abilities through targeted technical assistance and other
professional development. Through an extensive literature review of studies focused on
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collaborative teams with multiple stakeholders, Foster-Fishman, Perkowitz, Lounsbury,
Jacobson, & Allen (2001) present a framework for targeted skill-development in areas
including (a) building team-member collaboration capacity, (b) relational capacity, and
(c) program or organizational capacity. Within each of these domains, the authors
identify specific technical assistance areas to consider when developing collaborative
teams. For instance, to build capacity for team-member collaboration, technical
assistance training focuses on ensuring inclusion of diverse members through
orientations, logistical support for meeting attendance, and ensuring members feel valued
and welcomed to contribute their knowledge. To build organizational capacity, team
design planning should establish strong leadership roles (with communication and
relationship skills, access to resources, and focused vision), develop formal processes,
identify team roles, ensure effective communication systems, ensure access to human and
financial resources, and establish a plan for team evaluations (Foster-Fishman et al.,
2001). Teams benefit from recognizing meaningful and measurable capacities, such as
those identified in this literature review, and from the opportunity to select the most
relevant or urgent capacity for their particular team to address in order to improve
collaboration through technical assistance.
Understanding and applying research in general collaboration strategies contain
important steps in preparing interagency transition planning teams for effective
partnerships to support youth with disabilities. Collaboration among agencies is also
discussed as a legal requirement within various legislative domains. Specifically, laws
mandating interagency collaboration are present in special education law, Vocational
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Rehabilitation legislation, and other relevant legislation as discussed in the following
sections.
Legislation Supporting Collaboration in Secondary Transition Services
Special Education Legislation
The importance of preparing youth with disability for transition to adulthood is
apparent in longitudinal research data, professional research literature (Getzel, 2014), and
further reflected in federal legislation in the field of special education and vocational
rehabilitation. Special education legislation history began with the Education of All
Handicapped Children Act (EAH) in 1975, which provided for a Free Appropriate Public
Education (FAPE) for students with disability from ages 3-21. This law included
requirements that students’ Individualized Education Programs (IEPs) contain objectives
for vocational and career objectives (Johnson, 2012). The law continued to evolve with
amendments in 1983 that include the first mention of the term “Transitional Services”,
and the allotment of funding to strengthen training and educational programming for
individuals with disability preparing to transition to employment, postsecondary
education, and/or independent living (Section 626 (a)(3)). Later amendments included “a
description of the procedures that will be used for coordinating services among agencies”
that eligible students may access for supports during and after secondary transition,
including linkages with adult agencies, training, and incentives for businesses to hire
youth with disability (Section 626(d)(2)) (Stodden & Roberts, 2008). This mention of
coordinating services, while listed within special education legislation, implicates the
involvement of other stakeholders outside of the school district in order to promote
effective supports for transitioning students.
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Federal special education legislation has progressed through amendments of the
previously named EHA, into what is now the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act
(IDEA). The 1990 IDEA reauthorization includes requirements that by the time the
student reaches age 16, teams develop student transition plans as part of the IEP process
(Landmark, Ju, & Zhang, 2010). These plans require goals in areas of employment,
postsecondary education, and, when appropriate, goals relating to independent living
outcomes. Furthermore, the IDEA 2004 amendments include requirements for a
Summary of Performance at age 21 and the inclusion of measurable postsecondary goals
in these areas. To measure district and state compliance, the transition IEP goals,
services and assessments are evaluated through IDEA Part B Indicator number 13. Local
educational agencies (LEAs) must ensure that students’ transition goals are linked with a
corresponding IEP goal, that the goals are based on annually updated appropriate
assessment data, and that students and other service providers have been invited to
participate in the planning meeting (Morgan & Riesen, 2015). The reauthorization also
requires that coordination of agency services consist of more than just delineating
responsibilities; these teams are responsible for monitoring the provisions of transition
services provided to students (Johnson, 2012).
Vocational Rehabilitation Legislation
Legislation related to services for individuals with disabilities is not limited to
special education law alone. Vocational Rehabilitation (VR) legislation as early as 19151945 provided for support and training for veterans with disabilities, as well as civilians
including students, who could not serve in the military (Stodden & Roberts, 2008).
Additional funding for research and training in the late 1950s, with amendments in 1968,
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provided for cooperatively financed programs matching funds for vocational training
programs for students with disability who were enrolled in a school district (Landmark et
al., 2010). The Vocational Rehabilitation Act of 1973, specifically section 504, prohibited
discrimination based on disability, in alignment with both civil rights and EAH
legislation (Yell, 2012). Vocational Education Amendments in 1976 further strengthened
requirements that services be provided to students at least 16 years of age, in the least
restrictive environment, with the goal of preparation for gainful employment (Johnson,
2012). Legislation from both the VR and special education arenas aims to improve
students’ transition outcomes through required services and monitoring; however, no
clear policy exists for aligning state and local VR and educational provider
responsibilities or coordination.
Other Relevant Legislation
Additional legislation (outside the realm of education and rehabilitation arenas) is
also applicable to students with disability transitioning from high school to adulthood.
The Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) of 1990, a Civil Rights law, mandates
inclusion, participation, self-determination, and antidiscrimination, and utilizes language
linking rehabilitation and educational services. The ADA also defines and mandates
collaboration of services (Stodden & Roberts, 2008). The Workforce Investment Act
(WIA, 1998), when partnered with VR, provides a one-stop employment help service for
individuals with disability seeking employment. The Ticket to Work program and Work
Incentives Improvement Act (1999) aim to help individuals maintain their Medicare or
Medicaid status while employed. The Workforce Development Act (1995) provides
technical assistance regarding the provision of services related to entitlement programs.
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More recently, the Workforce Innovation and Opportunity Act of 2014 (WIOA),
provides for strategic coordination among employment training services for adults and
youth through the Department of Labor, as well as Vocational Rehabilitation (VR) state
grants to assist individuals with disabilities through the Department of Education (U.S.
Department of Labor, 2018). Furthermore, WIOA aims to ensure that employment
services are coordinated to fit the needs of both job-seekers and employers through jobmatching programs and career planning services with a specific focus on individuals
receiving government assistance and individuals with disabilities. WIOA mandates that
state VR agencies set aside 15% of their funding to provide transition services to youth
with disabilities (U.S. Department of Labor, 2018). To effectively allocate this funding
requires active involvement between VR and school districts in order to identify funding
needs and potential training and/or supports for transitioning students. Effective
interagency collaboration (among VR, school districts, and individuals with disability)
can seek to maximize these services for youth.
In summary, extensive legislation relevant to the rights of transitioning students
extends well-beyond the education arena, and highlights the need for service coordination
and planning for individuals preparing to exit school. Furthermore, because effective
interagency collaboration is repeatedly cited within special education and related field
legislation as a required component of transition services, additional research into
evidence-based practices in implementation is essential to align with these mandates. As
previously noted, relevant special education legislation includes requirements for agency
collaboration, but does not include specific guidelines, expectations, or framework.
States, districts, and individual teams must work to establish their own models and plans
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for collaboration with appropriate agencies. The following section describes specific
collaboration considerations for interagency transition planning teams.
Interagency Collaboration for Secondary Transition
The National Technical Assistance Center for Transition (NTACT) lists 11
transition practices identified as evidence-based practices for secondary transition
programs, as well as 20 predictors of post-school education, employment, and
independent living (Test, Fowler, & Kohler, 2016). Within these designations fall
classifications of evidence-based (findings based on rigorous research designs, systematic
review and strong record of success), research-based (rigorous research design with
sufficient record of success, with/without systematic review), or promising levels of
evidence (less rigorous research design, limited success, correlational, with/without
systematic review). NTACT lists interagency collaboration as a research-based practice
for improving outcomes in the area of employment, specifically as a collaborative
practice with VR. Interagency collaboration is also identified as a predictor of successful
educational outcomes based on correlational research in that area. Test et al. (2016)
present recommendations for future research focusing on building high quality group or
experimental research in order to increase the number of practices identified as evidencebased rather than just research-based or promising practices, with the need for further
research on interagency collaboration included in these recommendations. The following
section presents details of research findings relevant to interagency collaboration in
secondary transition planning.
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Taxonomy for Transition Programming
Kohler and Field (2003) describe the importance of a transition-focused education
for students and families preparing to exit high school and move toward adult goals. They
emphasize that transition skills instruction be viewed as a shift in educational
programming rather than an additional activity. Essentially, they state that all aspects of
the student’s education should be geared toward transition goal attainment. To this end,
Kohler and Field (2003) identify a Taxonomy for Transition Programming which
includes five categories of effective transition practices: (a) student-focused planning, (b)
student skill development, (c) interagency and interdisciplinary collaboration, (d) family
involvement, and (e) program structure and attributes. Effectively navigating these
categories to design individualized transition programs for students with varied needs and
goals can be complex and daunting; however, teams utilizing these programmatic
elements to develop individualized programs have been shown to be effective in
enhancing student skills and outcomes (Kohler & Field, 2003). While successful
interagency collaboration provides clear benefits for stakeholders, barriers can impede
the potential success of these teams. Kohler and Field (2003) identify potential barriers to
successful collaboration such as “ineffective use of transition planning meetings,
intimidating language, and complexity of agency procedures.” (p. 178).
Additional researchers have further built on Kohler and Field’s Taxonomy (2015).
Through a comprehensive review of available published research, Test, Fowler, Richter
et al. (2009) identified a total of 32 evidence-based practices relating to transition,
resulting from rigorous studies utilizing correlational, single-subject, qualitative, or
experimental designs. The authors organize these identified practices into categories
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aligning with four of the five components of the original Taxonomy for Transition
Programming (Kohler, 1996): (a) student-focused planning, (b) student development, (c)
family involvement, (d) program structures. The fifth component, interagency
collaboration, yielded no evidence-based practices (Test, Fowler, Richter et al., 2009).
The need for rigorous research into evidence-based strategies within the interagency
collaboration component of transition planning is evident. While potential strategies offer
promising evidence, without substantial understanding of effective practices, the
collaboration component of the transition Taxonomy lacks direction and guidance for
practitioners looking to provide adequate transition support to students and families.
Collaborators in Secondary Transition Planning
The make-up of interagency teams varies depending on the level of the team, as
well as the needs of the individual student, district, and/or state. Any agency that could
support or be responsible for providing relevant transition services for the student(s)
should be invited to participate in transition planning meetings (Plotner, Shogren, Shaw,
Stinnett, & Seo, 2017). Typically, members on interagency teams at the school, district,
and/or state level include representatives from local education agencies (LEAs) such as
special educators, transition specialists, and special education administrators.
Additionally, special education students and their families are integral members of the
individual student-level transition planning team (Plotner, Shogren et al., 2017).
Vocational Rehabilitation (VR) counselors are also integral members of the student and
district level transition planning teams, as they provide links to post-high school
vocational services such as career preparation experiences and resource allocation
(Plotner, Trach, & Shogren, 2012). Because of the recognized importance of the VR
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counselor role in planning high school transitions, and the need for these counselors to be
available for interagency collaboration beyond the scope of a typical VR counselor, many
states have gone so far as to develop a Transition VR Counselor role designated to
provide services specifically to transition-age youth. Plotner, Trach, Oertle, & Fleming
(2014) observed that these Transition VR Counselors, whose caseloads are at least 50%
transition-age youth, report higher levels of preparation in facilitating services for this
age group, and assigned a higher importance to interagency collaboration than typical VR
counselors. Recognizing the variation between these two types of counselors is therefore
critical when examining collaboration based on role.
Additional community agencies that are less frequently included in transition
collaboration research, but which can provide guidance for transition services at the state,
district, or individual student level, are representatives from Centers for Independent
Living (CILs). The Workforce Innovation and Opportunity Act of 2014 (WIOA)
mandates that CILs implement youth transition services for school-aged individuals with
disability. Additionally, CILs can aid in providing individual and system advocacy, peer
mentoring, independent living training, and information and referral services (Plotner,
Oertle, Reed, Tissot, & Kumpiene, 2017).
In general, all participants regardless of role, are equally focused on post-school
outcomes of students. Subsequently, interagency collaboration for secondary transition
encompasses both formal and informal relationships among schools, agencies, and
community stakeholders working to achieve the agreed-upon goals for students moving
from high school to the next stage of adulthood. Noonan & Morningstar (2012) provide
further details for consideration when defining effective interagency collaboration. While
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working within their agency systems (i.e. Vocational Rehabilitation, local school
districts, Centers for Independent Living, etc.), interagency team members collaborate in
order to maximize service delivery and programming focused on common agreed-upon
outcome goals. Through communication and relationships among stakeholders,
interagency collaboration benefits all members by promoting integrated service delivery
systems (Noonan & Morningstar, 2012).
Collaborative practices among schools, agencies, and community supports can
foster opportunities for transitioning students and influence the lifelong learning and
support network in the community. Effective interagency collaboration can help identify
and build necessary student skills, as well as facilitate community awareness and capacity
to better serve these transitioning students in the future. Presently, research in the
theoretical development and empirical testing of interagency collaboration strategies is
lacking and thus has not yet identified evidence-based practices (Oertle & Seader, 2015;
Flynn & Harbin, 1987; Plotner, Trach, & Shogren, 2012), however several promising
practices have been identified and will be presented throughout the remainder of paper.
Influential Factors Supporting Successful Interagency Collaboration
As noted previously, while research in the field of transition planning
collaboration has grown, the need for identifying evidence-based practices, rather than
just promising practices, has become evident. The IDEA requires that special education
and related services instruction be based on quality, peer-reviewed research as much as
possible; however, little research of this rigor has been related to the area of secondary
transition (Test, Fowler, Richter et al., 2009). The following section discusses present
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research understandings relevant to secondary transition and collaboration among
stakeholders.
To operationalize the definition within the postsecondary transition landscape,
Oertle and Seader (2015) offer a synthesis of findings from interagency collaboration
research. They identify a number of observable traits and activities which promote
collaboration. Oertle and Seader (2015) present an operationalized definition of
secondary transition interagency collaboration as:


using formal interagency agreements that document the incentives for working
together, establish a shared conceptual person-centered and family-centered
framework along with stating the common transition goal and vision…



having an identified leader...involving all relevant stakeholders with clearly
defined roles and responsibilities that transcend disciplinary boundaries...



developing an orientation manual and disseminating it...



using standardized, formal and informal assessment methods...to develop,
coordinate and evaluate intervention plans



communicating frequently to exchange and pool information, knowledge,
skills, and resources



attending and actively participating in planning meeting...



participating in ongoing skill enhancement through planned joint professional
development



using constructive ongoing evaluation of performance among team members.
(Oertle & Seader, 2015, p. 8)
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This definition provides significant guidance to teams working to define goals, member
roles, and target activities to build collaboration. This outline of components offers
guidance for conceptualizing an interagency collaborative team. Once established, these
teams move through steps of coordination; but arriving at authentic collaboration may
require even more targeted strategies.
As teams are established and begin interaction, defining the processes and roles
becomes an essential step in effective collaboration. Teams may experience confusion
among the terms collaboration and coordination when working to define group goals or
individual roles. While often used interchangeably, these terms connote different
meanings in the field of secondary transition planning. Oertle and Seader (2015) describe
what may be viewed as a sequential model, with collaboration as the final stage of
effective coordination among agencies working toward shared goals and outcomes.
While coordination consists of sharing information and resources, communication, and
decision-making, collaboration includes additional components such as trust, consensus,
and crossing transdisciplinary boundaries (Oertle & Seader, 2015). The concept of
viewing collaboration as a final step in a coordination process offers a potential process
model teams may navigate towards their goals of effective collaboration
Promising Practices in Collaboration
Currently no evidence-based collaboration strategies have been identified through
the research; however, promising practices of effective transition planning processes
began to emerge after initial passage of the federal transition planning mandates. Test,
Mazzotti et al. (2009) present a correlational literature review to investigate secondary
transition predictors of post-school success for students with disability. Their systematic
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review identified interagency collaboration as one of the 16 categories of predictors
correlated with improved post-school outcomes in the areas of education, employment,
and/or independent living. Test, Mazzotti et al. (2009) summarize characteristics of
interagency collaboration shown to correlate with positive outcomes, including the
involvement of three to six community based agencies, as well as the involvement of the
proper agency staff, the relevant transition service providers, and appropriate support
provided.
Effective stakeholder collaboration shows promise as a component strategy for
teams working with transitioning youth. To understand how teams currently implement
various promising practices, Furney, Hasazi, and Destefano (1997) sought themes and
patterns of transition planning strategies utilized by high performing states. The authors
collected transition policy implementation data within states identified as “exemplary”
based on the states’ commitment to IDEA compliance, the use of federally funded
transition grants, the application of evaluation results to improve programming, as well as
the commitment to parent and student involvement in transition planning. Through site
visits and qualitative data collection, Furney et al. (1997) identify seven themes of critical
aspects related to implementation of transition policies. They also identify promising
policies and practices within each of these themes that highlight the specific activities
these exemplary states utilize to improve transition practices. Four of these identified
themes include specific promising practices directly relating to collaboration among
agencies and transition team members and are indicated by italicized text in the list
below.
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Themes and Specific Promising Practices Relating to Collaboration (Furney et al., 1997):
1. The importance of teams’ sharing values and beliefs within transition planning


Promising practice includes interagency collaboration in order to
“develop trust, communication, and accountability in the planning
process” (p. 347)

2. The direct application of policy to create change
3. Leadership and advocacy to promote change


Promising practice includes having leaders known to promote
collaborative approaches by “promoting interagency awareness and
collaboration” (p. 349)

4. The use of collaborative structures


Promising practices includes implementation of both local-level and statelevel interagency teams to address individual as well as systemic issues



Implementation of collaborative structures to promote communication,
training, and compilation of information for stakeholders

5. The application of research and evaluation results
6. Building the capacity for change


Promising practice includes collaborative activities across agencies,
schools, and consumers to strengthen processes and disseminate
information

7. Linking transition restructuring to other reform efforts.
The findings from Furney et al. (1997) provide areas of focus for teams working
to implement IDEA transition mandates to translate the policy into effective action.
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Additionally, they include emphasis on strong, multi-leveled collaborative structures, as
well as methods for effective collaborative leadership. In a subsequent study featuring
research from nine states (five identified as Models in best practice implementation, and
four as Representative sites experiencing implementation challenges), Hasazi, Furney,
and Destefano (1999) describe transition practices at the local level, and factors affecting
implementation. Many findings of effective practices from the Model sites align with
promising practices related to collaboration identified in the Furney et al. (1997) research,
including: (a) incorporating system wide, student- and family- centered strategies
(aligning with Theme 1: Common values and beliefs); (b) fostering effective and
substantive interagency collaboration (aligning with Theme 4: Collaborative structures);
and (c) facilitating systemic professional development (aligning with Theme 5: Building
the capacity for change).
Findings from the sites identified as Representative indicate that while
implementation of such effective practices at these sites may not be as systemic as the
Model sites, localized implementation of strategies still leads to increases in positive
outcomes (Hasazi et al., 1999). Improvements in advocacy, interagency collaboration,
and professional trainings in the development of transition IEPs at a local level improved
transition services throughout these sites, but the lack of system-wide implementation in
these states hampered growth. Some of the challenges identified by these Representative
sites include a limited current capacity to effectively serve students with a wide range of
disabilities, as well as a lack of interagency collaboration specifically targeting students
ages 18-21. In summary, these studies demonstrate that effective transition programs
exemplify common traits, many of which include an emphasis on collaboration among
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stakeholders (Furney et al., 1997; Hasazi et al., 1999). Barriers including variances in
resources, lack of services, weak relationships among policymakers and practitioners,
inconsistencies in values and beliefs, and general lack of information-sharing can
negatively impact interagency collaboration, and therefore the transition services
available to youth with disability.
In summary, interagency teams can work toward the active enrollment of
appropriate number and type of personnel, as well as ensuring to provide appropriate
services through the proper means to improve transition planning and programming for
students. While these findings provide some guidance for developing teams, the authors
provide no specific evaluation criteria for monitoring collaboration or maintaining
effective interagency groups. They recognize interagency collaboration as a predictor of
employment and postsecondary education success, but conclude that no evidence-based
methods for this collaboration currently exist (Test, Mazzotti et al., 2009).
Role Understanding within Transition Teams
Planning for the transition from the educational setting to the adult world ideally
occurs well before students exit high school. This often entails ensuring that for students
and families are informed about available community supports and resources in order to
seamlessly transition to these providers after the student exits high school. This planning
involves multiple stakeholders from various applicable agencies, with an individualized
person-centered approach to best support the student’s personal goals and needs (Brown
et al., 2017). Research has demonstrated, however, that one of the major challenges of
secondary special education transition planning is maintaining effective interagency
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collaboration among team members responsible for helping the student plan for
successful post-high school outcomes (Lueking & Lueking, 2015).
The effectiveness of a collaborative interagency team working to improve
transition outcomes for individuals with disability is affected by various factors,
including the roles and interactions of the individual team members. The ultimate
transition outcomes in the areas of employment, postsecondary education, and
independent living should be considered when determining inclusion of relevant team
members. For example, inclusion of a representative from Vocational Rehabilitation
(VR) is essential regardless of the level of the collaborative team (i.e. state-wide, districtwide, or individual student level team) because employment is a targeted transition
planning domain. Rehabilitation professionals’ knowledge of the community and skills
needed for employment can assist in developing career paths and connections within the
community (Oertle & Trach, 2007; Plotner, Trach et al. 2014). In addition, involvement
of community service provider organizations and/or Centers for Independent Living
(CILs) on interagency planning teams can provide links to services such as case
management or other independent living supports for transition-age youth (Brown,
Wehmeyer, Webb, & Seabrooks-Blackmore, 2017; Plotner, Oertle et al. 2017; Plotner,
Shogren et al., 2017). Effective collaboration leading to improved outcomes is reliant on
inclusion of all relevant and applicable team members. Moreover, understanding any
differences in collaborative strategies or perceptions among various stakeholders is an
important step in improving effectiveness of interagency teaming.
Identifying team members’ perceptions of their own role can be a crucial step in
planning for effective collaboration in order to clarify expectations and responsibilities
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within a collaborative team. Plotner, Trach, & Shogren, (2012) surveyed VR counselors
on their perceptions related to competencies for rehabilitation professionals working with
transition-age youth. Through factor analysis, researchers identified seven transition
domains identified as important by VR professionals: providing career planning and
counseling, providing career preparation exercises, promoting access and opportunity for
student success, conducting program improvement activities, facilitating nonprofessional
support and relationships, facilitating allocation of resources, and developing and
maintaining collaborative partnerships (Plotner, Trach, & Shogren, 2012). As previously
noted, ensuring understanding of team member and agency roles promotes effective
communication and movement from cooperation to collaboration. This study serves to
meaningfully describe and define components of the role of VR professionals vital to
transition planning and programming based on the professionals’ personal perceptions.
Oertle and Trach (2007) conducted a review of interagency collaboration
literature specifically examining the significance of the rehabilitation professionals’ role
in successful outcomes. They identify a number of studies which highlight the particular
impact of effective collaboration among VR professionals and other agency stakeholders
at improving outcomes for transitioning students. For instance, studies have demonstrated
that VR agencies participating in state wide collaboration with special education
professionals leads to increased employment outcomes for exiting high school students
involved with those agencies.
Effective collaboration often requires adjustments in behaviors among both team
members and participating agencies, as well as attention to purposeful collaboration,
beyond a focus on just the transition outcome goals of students (Noonan & Morningstar,
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2012). Research demonstrates, however, that special education teacher preparation
programs, while a key training opportunity for future collaborative team members, may
not provide adequate instruction in interagency collaboration. Higher education faculty
report feeling underqualified to teach content relating to interagency collaboration, and
special education teachers further report feeling underprepared and unconfident in
implementing collaboration activities including coordinating with agencies, providing
information to families, and participating in community-level planning teams (Benitez,
Moringstar, & Frey, 2009). Providing additional training in collaboration strategies to
current and future special educators may benefit all stakeholders on individual and
district level interagency collaborative teams.
Barriers to Collaboration
Oertle and Trach (2007) discuss findings related to potential barriers to effective
collaboration identified in the research. Issues such as poor relationship-building at the
school team level, lack of communication between teachers and VR professionals, poor
meeting preparation, lack of coordinated referrals, and little collaboration on student
goals or instructional plans between special educators and VR providers. These barriers
can lead to confusion among stakeholders, missed opportunities, and a loss of valuable
transition preparation time for students. When this lack of collaboration occurs, “special
education and community rehabilitation, parallel systems, operate independently rather
than interdependently,” (p. 40), and youth are less informed and prepared to receive the
services they need for successful transitions (Oertle & Trach, 2007). The authors
conclude that commitments to collaboration, backing from administrators and
supervisors, and joint trainings with school and agency personnel can improve
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collaboration and interagency relationships. More studies relating to member roles,
perceptions, and expectations of collaboration effectiveness may further increase
understanding of collaborative practices (Oertle & Trach, 2007), and align with the
present study proposal.
As discussed above, collaborative teams may exist at various levels including
individual student planning teams, district or community level teams, and state-wide
teams. While services and resources among these teams vary, strategies for effective
collaboration, as well as potential barriers, are similar regardless of the team level. At the
individual student team level, Oertle and Trach (2007) noted a barrier to effective
collaboration between VR and school professionals involving poor relationship-building
and communication. Benz, Johnson, Mikkelsen, and Lindstrom (1995) identify similar
barriers reported through focus group studies with VR counselors and special educators.
For instance, respondents reported that potentially valuable information such as
assessment data and eligibility determination information, were not consistently
communicated between the school and VR agency. Additionally, special educators
reported a lack of knowledge of VR services, and VR counselors reported a lack of
knowledge of the needs of young adult clients preparing for transition (Benz et al., 1995;
Plotner, Rose et al., 2017). Focus group respondents provided potential strategies for
addressing these barriers, such as joint training for VR and school staff on needed
knowledge and coordinated reevaluation meetings with relevant staff (Benz et al., 1995).
The barriers and strategies identified in the Benz et al., (1995) study provide first-person
accounts of early collaborative activities among transition stakeholders at the school level
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early in the passage of the IDEA amendments mandating these activities. The findings,
however, are similar to current research understandings in the field.
Stakeholder perceptions of barriers to collaboration. To further research
barriers present at the school level, Taylor, Morgan, and Callow-Heusser (2016) surveyed
VR counselors and special educators to investigate potential specific actions or methods
influencing collaboration. Respondents were surveyed on the frequency and duration of
VR involvement in transition planning for individual students, as well as the perceived
importance and feasibility of selected interagency collaboration practices. Results
indicate that a majority of teachers (57%-67% depending on state) view the role of the
VR counselor as integral in transition planning, but identify barriers such as lack of
sufficient personnel, high turnover rate of VR staff, lack of follow-through, limited
availability, and few options for certain disability categories that impede the transition
planning process (Taylor et al., 2016). Furthermore, results show inconsistencies in
perceived involvement in transition activities. For instance, a majority of teachers
responded that VR counselors never participated in activities outside of the yearly IEP
meeting, while almost half (43%) of VR respondents reported participating in studentrelated activities at least monthly.
Respondents within the Taylor et al., (2016) study continued by ranking the
importance of the selected components of collaboration identified by the authors (i.e.
coordinated trainings, facilitated meetings, communication methods, ample collaboration
opportunities, etc.). VR counselors and educators showed close correspondence in all but
one area, Creating Interagency Collaboration Teams to Place Students in Post-School
Placements (rated high by educators, but low by VR counselors) (Taylor et al., 2016).
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When surveyed on the feasibility of the collaboration components, responses between the
two groups were statistically different in several areas, suggesting dissimilar levels of
optimism for the actual implementation of collaborative strategies in their current
settings. To improve collaborative practices, the most frequent suggestions provided by
both teachers and VR counselors was to offer joint trainings, followed by the need for
training for teachers on the transition process and specific role of VR professionals
(Taylor et al., 2016). Building on these findings, a logical next step in the research may
be to survey teams of transition professionals who have received specific guidance or
technical assistance targeting collaboration strategies to determine if gaps in
understandings have decreased.
Barriers to collaboration related to unclear roles. The findings from the Taylor
et al. (2016) study enumerate specific gaps existing between two vital members of
transition planning teams: variations in understanding of the roles of VR counselors and
special educators, and in the perceived feasibility of effective collaboration. Previous
relevant studies reveal similar findings of gaps in collaboration components among
rehabilitation professionals and educators. Oertle, Trach, and Plotner (2013) surveyed
VR counselors and other rehabilitation providers about their expectations and
participation in transition planning, as well as perceptions of their own roles and the roles
of special educators in working with transition youth with disability and their families. In
general, VR professionals report that they require more than their current participation
levels in order to effectively support youth who are still receiving educational services.
They indicate, for instance, frequently participating in goal-setting and job matching
activities with youth, but report only sometimes or rarely receiving student information
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or assessments before planning meetings (Oertle et al., 2013). When further
disaggregated by specific rehabilitation role, VR counselors and district transition
specialists report frequently communicating about youth transition needs with other
stakeholders outside of the annual meetings, while community rehabilitation providers
reported rarely having contact with youth outside of meetings. Perhaps most compelling
was the consistent response of all providers of their view that the special educators were
the most appropriate people to distribute materials, invite rehabilitation professionals to
meetings, and provide meeting management. The authors discuss the resulting
conundrum: rehabilitation professionals indicate the need for more active participation,
yet rely on educators to initiate that participation. Oertle et al. (2013) suggest that
rehabilitation providers work to create opportunities for involvement in transition
activities beyond special educators’ invitations to participate. This further indicates a
need for coordinated trainings among stakeholders to deepen understanding of each
other’s roles in the process, as well as targeted collaboration strategies focusing on
developing team goals and resource-sharing.
A subsequent relevant study examines the relationships among transition
professionals’ roles and their perceptions of collaboration within district-level transition
teams. Plotner, Rose, Stinnett, and Ivester (2017) surveyed educators, VR counselors,
transition specialists, and other community agency professionals (all active members of
school district interagency transition teams) to determine correlations among
perceptions/expectations of collaboration, time on the committee, and role. One
somewhat unsurprising finding indicates that district teams with members participating
consistently for more than one year demonstrate higher levels of collaboration than those
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with shorter membership durations (Plotner et al., 2017). Additional findings, however,
provide notable contrasts to previous studies. For instance, teachers report having unclear
understandings of stakeholder roles relating to transition planning. They also report not
taking the lead in accomplishing transition tasks or coordinating services as often as VR
counselors or district transition specialists (Plotner et al., 2017). These findings present
an interesting contrast to the Oertle et al. (2013) findings: rehabilitation providers rely on
teachers’ initiation of communication and invitation to participate (Oertle et al., 2013),
but teachers report that they do not typically take the lead in coordinating transition plans
(Plotner et al., 2017). These findings combine to indicate incorrect role assumptions
which can lead to glaring gaps in service planning. Plotner et al. (2017) suggest
additional teacher preparation, as well as targeted technical assistance to purposefully
facilitate collaboration to increase understanding of roles and responsibilities.
Somewhat less present in current research literature is the role of representatives
from Centers for Independent Living (CILs) in collaborative transition planning teams at
student, district, or school levels. CILs can contribute to planning and delivering preemployment services to support VR initiatives, and are positioned to support inclusivity
of individuals with disability in independent living needs, advocacy training, referral
services and assistance with obtaining other community resources. Although CILs are
legislatively mandated to serve transition-age youth under WIOA 2014, they remain
underutilized. This is largely in-part to their reliance on VR counselors and school
districts to initiate contact with the CIL agencies to incorporate their services (Plotner,
Oertle et al., 2017). Additionally, to ensure effective collaboration among transition
teams, the CIL must be familiar with the framework of the individual program, the roles
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of other stakeholders, and clearly communicate their role and agency goals as well
(Plotner, Shogren et al., 2017). Although studies regarding the involvement of CILs in
collaborative teams are extremely limited (Plotner, Oertle et al., 2017; Plotner, Shogren et
al., 2017), these findings align with results from similar studies insofar as the essential
components of effective collaboration. Inclusion of CILs in studies of collaborative
transition teams is an important consideration in order to build on the information within
this domain.
Professional Preparation for Collaboration
As previously discussed, interagency transition teams may be present at various
levels including individual student, school/district, and/or state levels. The state level of
interagency teaming consists of interactions among relevant agencies which can be
complicated by differences in funding models, eligibility criteria, and assessment
methods (Oertle, Chesley, & Sax, 2017). Also previously noted, a focus on shared
trainings and improved communication among agencies are techniques identified to help
address these barriers (Oertle et al., 2013; Taylor et al., 2016). Oertle et al. (2017)
identify, however, that preparation programs for professionals in transition-related fields
(i.e. special education & rehabilitation counseling university programs), are often housed
in different academic departments with independent discipline-specific standards and
accreditation bodies, preventing any collaborative opportunities among students in these
training programs. Once in the field, the continuing education and professional
development trainings these transition professionals receive are often selected and
prioritized by their state-level supervisors or directors. For this reason, Oertle et al.,
(2017), surveyed these statewide agency leaders regarding their expectations for
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collaboration activities of their staff based on their perceived importance, frequency, and
preparedness for interagency collaboration. Survey findings indicate that, similar to other
study findings (Oertle et al., 2017), targeted, intentional instruction on effective
collaboration techniques is still needed for educators and rehabilitation providers in the
field. Interestingly, the agency leaders from both VR and educational agencies assigned
similar high ratings to the importance of all collaboration activities, while ranking the
actual performance and preparedness of their staff as statistically lower. Specifically,
respondents indicated gaps in staff preparedness in the areas of “collaboration for
effective transition services”, and “collaboration on pre-employment services” (Oertle et
al., 2017, p. 12). These findings present a view of current performance of transition
stakeholders based on state-level supervisors’ observations, but do not indicate what, if
any action the state-level representative has taken to increase collaboration competencies
in their staff. Additionally, results hint at a possible relationship between staff
preparedness for collaboration and actual frequency of collaboration; potentially alluding
to the idea that if staff feels more prepared, they will initiate and participate in
collaborative activities more frequently.
Purpose of Study
Transitioning students with disability demonstrate poor outcomes in employment,
education and independent living, and research in transition and implementation of laws
and other initiatives have not significantly improved these outcomes. Longitudinal data
demonstrates that students with disability exit school with lower employment, education,
and independent living outcomes than their non-disabled peers (Newman et al., 2011).
Service coordination and inclusive discussions among all stakeholders are necessary to
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ensure that individuals with disability and their families receive thorough and accurate
information as they move from public education services to the general public (Stodden
& Roberts, 2008). Collaboration and coordination among stakeholders is recognized as a
promising practice and a predictor of improved outcomes (Test et al., 2016; Kohler et al.,
2016), however, no clear directive or outline for implementing secondary transition
interagency collaboration exists. While components of various collaboration models
address the importance of resource development and allocation of multiple stakeholders,
there is little research on the effectiveness of teams examining their collaborative
activities and applying evaluation results. The perceptions of strategies, barriers, and
effects of collaboration can vary depending on the design and make-up of the
stakeholders, stakeholders’ levels of experience, and the perceived roles of each member
and agency. Although various strategies designed to simplify the collaboration process
exist, the current research in effective implementation and evaluation of interagency
collaboration for secondary transition planning is limited.
The purpose of this study is to explore professionals’ perceptions of factors that
contribute to effective inter-agency collaboration in transition planning for individuals
with disability. The current study will utilize survey research to examine the viewpoints
of transition professionals in one southeastern state. The specific research questions for
this study are as follows:
1. What are the reported levels of collaboration for transition professionals?
2. What do transition professionals indicate as the most challenging barriers to
effective collaboration?
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3. What do transition professionals indicate as the most effective strategies for
successful collaboration?
4. What do transition professionals indicate as the perceived effects of
collaboration?
5. Do transition professionals’ perceptions of the components of collaboration vary
based on their professional roles?
6. Does membership in a formal collaborative team affect transition professionals’
perceptions of components of collaboration?
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CHAPTER 3
METHODS
The purpose of this study was to explore factors that contribute to effective interagency collaboration in transition planning for individuals with disability. The current
study utilized survey research to examine the viewpoints of transition professionals in
one southeastern state. The specific research questions for this study were as follows:
1. What are the reported levels of collaboration for transition professionals?
2. What do transition professionals indicate as the most challenging barriers to
effective collaboration?
3. What do transition professionals indicate as the most effective strategies for
successful collaboration?
4. What do transition professionals indicate as the perceived effects of
collaboration?
5. Do transition professionals’ perceptions of the components of collaboration vary
based on their professional roles?
6. Does membership in a formal collaborative team affect transition professionals’
perceptions of components of collaboration?
The sample, procedures, instrumentation, and plan for data analysis will be presented in
the subsequent sections of this chapter.
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Sample and Procedures
Participating State
South Carolina (SC) is the participating state for this study, and was selected for
convenience of the researcher. SC has approximately 763,000 students across 85 public
school districts. Racial demographics for SC students are as follows: 51.7% of students
are white, 34.4% are black, 8.5% are Hispanic, 3.5% are two or more races, 1.4% are
Asian, and 0.4% are Native American, Alaskan, or Hawaiian. Sixty percent of students
are identified as low-income, and 6% are identified as limited English proficiency.
Thirteen percent of students in SC have an identified disability (U.S. Department of
Education, 2018). South Carolina supplements federal Individuals with Disabilities
Education Improvement Act (2014) regulations by requiring that students receive
transition planning services and a transition-focused Individualized Education Program
(IEP) by their 13th birthday. Federal regulations require transition programming by the
age of 16 (Yell, 2012).
In addition to federally mandated transition planning for individual students, SC
has developed additional resources for training and implementation of transition planning
groups throughout school districts. The Transition Alliance of South Carolina (TASC)
further promotes effective postsecondary transitions for individuals with disability;
specifically, aspects of transition planning related to interagency collaboration. Since
2012, TASC has provided collaborative team training for district and support agencies for
professionals who serve students with disability preparing to exit high school. TASC is a
state-funded initiative to help districts develop and sustain effective interagency transition
planning teams through various trainings and conferences focused on promoting effective
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collaboration strategies. Currently, 59 of the 85 districts in SC participate in TASC
programming, and therefore impact of these trainings should be noted. TASC is
mentioned here because their training focus aligns with much of the content and direction
of this study and the impact of this program on transition programs in SC may be unique
from other states. Additionally, while TASC and participating district teams utilize
various assessment tools to monitor team-level collaboration, this study aimed to identify
specific issues and effects of interagency collaboration from a state-wide sample.
Sample
This study targeted professionals who serve youth with disability through
transition planning and service roles in SC. To be included in this study, participants must
work directly or indirectly serving transition-age youth with disability (ages 13-21).
Participants were asked to self-identify whether they meet this participation criterion
before accessing the survey instrument (Mertens & Wilson, 2012). Potential participants
in the survey included: special educators, special education administrators, special
education transition specialists, state Vocational Rehabilitation (VR) professionals,
Department of Disabilities and Special Needs (DDSN) representatives, community
agency representatives, and Centers for Independent Living (CIL) representatives.
To identify potential study participants, sampling techniques consisted of two
methods: direct contact sampling and snowball sampling (Mertens & Wilson, 2012).
Special education district administrators were directly contacted through their email
addresses listed on the South Carolina Department of Education website and individual
school district websites. They were requested to forward the survey link to individuals in
the district who currently serve transition-aged youth (ages 13-21), as well as applicable
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members of district-level transition planning teams. Other agency coordinators such as
state VR coordinators, DDSN transition coordinators, the state Council for Exceptional
Children, and CIL representatives were directly contacted through their email addresses
listed on state and local agency websites. Those contacted were also requested to
forward the survey link to other individuals within the agency who serve transition-age
youth with disability. The last method of participant recruitment consisted of direct email
contact of district interagency team members identified from contact lists submitted to the
TASC, of which 59 of the 85 state school districts participate. These individuals were
also asked to forward the survey to others in their agency serving transition-age youth
with disability.
These methods sought to reach most SC transition professionals; however, due to
the use of multiple methods, precise response rates were challenging to determine. A
previous study targeting like participants in South Carolina, which used similar sampling
methods, obtained response rates near 55% (Plotner, Rose, Stinnet, & Ivester, 2017). In
addition, while specific response rates are not available, a number of multi-state studies
targeting transition professionals including special education and VR participants have
utilized similar sampling methods (Plotner, Trach, & Shogren, 2012; Mazzotti & Plotner,
2016; Plotner, Mazzotti, Rose, & Teasley, 2018).
Potential participants received an email with an introductory letter including a
description of the study and explanation of the linked survey (see Appendix A). After a
two-week period, participants received a reminder email and survey link to further
encourage participation in the survey (Dillman, 1978). After eight weeks, the survey
window closed and participants were no longer able to access the link. Participants were
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offered an incentive for their completion of the survey consisting of an entry into a
drawing for one of three $50 gift cards awarded after the survey window closed. Survey
responses remained anonymous; however, respondents had the option of providing their
name and email address after submitting their surveys to be entered into the gift card
drawing. Names and contact information were not connected with survey responses.
Selected winners were notified through email after the survey window closed to redeem
their gift cards.
Survey response data was uploaded into the Statistical Package for Social
Sciences (SPSS) software program. This software was utilized for all analyses described
below. A total of 240 survey responses were submitted through the online tool. Nine
individuals indicated “No” on the qualifying question (“1. Do you serve or work with
transition-age youth with disability [ages 13-21] or support other professionals who work
with transition-age youth with disability?”), and therefore were not eligible to complete
the survey. Additionally, 18 individuals responded “Yes” to the qualifying question, but
did not complete any of the remaining survey questions. Three individuals completed the
demographics section but no further survey items. Therefore, the total number of usable
responses was 210. In further review of the responses, it was revealed that missing data
points equaled fewer than 15% of all data. Therefore, missing values were replaced using
the SPSS procedure for continuous data replacement, utilizing the mean scores from all
other participants for the missing survey item data (George & Mallery, 2014).
Respondent selected their role from the following options: Middle School Special
Education Teacher, High School Special Education Teacher, Special Education
Transition Coordinator, Special Education Administrator, VR Counselor, VR Transition
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Specialist, DDSN representative, CIL representative, Community Agency Representative.
Table 3.1 displays response rates by role. If an individual indicated a role of Other, they
were provided a text box and required to describe their role before moving to the next
item. Their written descriptions were reviewed and used to place them in one of the
described roles which best fit their descriptions. For instance, individuals who provided
the names of specific organizations or agencies of employment (other than VR) were
placed in the Community Agency Representative role, individuals describing their
administrative work within a school, district, or state department, were placed in the
Special Education Administrator role, and those individuals describing their on-site work
as coaches or job-placement specialists with VR were placed within the VR Counselor
role, etc. After identifying an appropriate role for the 41 individuals indicating Other,
response rates were organized by the individuals’ roles in Table 3.1. Additionally,
participants provided demographic information including age, gender, education level,
years of transition experience, primary work setting, and percent of time in direct service
with transition-age youth with disability. Detailed demographic information organized by
respondent group is presented in Table 3.2.
Participants were asked how frequently they collaborate with professionals from
other agencies, whether any of the school districts they serve utilize an inter-agency
transition planning team, how often their district transition planning team meets in a
school year, whether they have ever served on a district-level inter-agency transition
planning team, whether they are currently serving on this team, their total duration of
membership on any district transition planning team, their perceptions of how important
having an inter-agency transition planning team is for a district, and how important they
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feel it is for them to be a member of a district inter-agency transition planning team.
Collaboration frequency of at least one time per month was selected most often (28.6%),
however when disaggregated by mean, both VR (34.5%) and Community Providers
(47.8%) indicated collaboration frequency of at least one time per week with highest
percentage. All groups indicated receiving professional development (PD) in
collaboration multiple times per year with highest frequency (48.6%), while 31.0%
indicated receiving PD one-time per year. Most participants (67.1%) indicated knowing
of an interagency team in the district, but 31.9% of all participants indicated that they
don’t know how frequently that team meets. Most participants indicated not having
served on the district transition planning team (55.2%), however when disaggregated by
roles, 60.9% of community providers indicated that they have served on this type of team
while most educators (57.6%) and VR professionals (55.2%) indicated no history of
membership. Most participants indicated that they are not currently on a team (61.4%)
and 50.0% indicated never having served on a team. All role groups indicated that having
a team is Extremely Important (72.9%), and that being on this team is also Extremely
Important (48.6%). Crosstabulations by participant group for these survey items is
presented in Table 3.3.
Instrumentation
The final instrument was a result of multiple stages of feedback and suggestions
for revisions received through the development phase described in the following section.
Phase one consisted of initial draft development, phase two included applying general
survey feedback from transition professionals, and phase three utilized expert feedback to
apply final revisions to the survey. Throughout each stage, suggestions for changes were
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considered and applied as necessary based on input from the identified reviewers
(Plotner, Trach, & Shogren, 2012). The instrument development phases are described in
the subsequent section.
Instrument development. Phase one, development of the initial instrument, was
based on a review of related literature within the fields of general team collaboration
(development, barriers, and strategies), secondary transition (best practices, promising
practices, and outcomes data), interagency collaboration within secondary transition
(policies, promising practices, and current trends), and survey design and development
(Johnson & Morgan, 2016). The initial survey tool, while based on relevant literature,
was designed specifically for this research project. The first draft phase of the instrument
consisted of seven sections with a total of 98 question items. After multiple reviews for
clarity, construct alignment, and comprehensiveness, the Effects of Collaboration section
was expanded with additional items relevant to changes in student/family knowledge of
transition services, as well as items assessing changes occurring while youth are still in
school and/or after exiting school. Additionally, two sections, Personal Contributions
and Collaboration Dynamics, were removed as they were shown to be redundant and
lengthy. The resulting draft of the instrument was reduced to 76 question items
organized into five sections.
The second phase of instrument development consisted of obtaining feedback on
the design and content of the survey from two current transition professionals (Mertens &
Wilson, 2012). The selected individuals were asked to provide feedback on the initial
survey draft using a survey feedback form (see Appendix B). The focus of this phase was
to review for clarity and readability of survey items, to elicit suggestions for organization
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of survey items, and to identify any items for removal based on duplication of content.
Content reviewers were contacted through email and received written instructions
requesting their feedback on the survey. Reviewers submitted feedback within one-week
of receiving the request. This phase of review yielded no revision suggestions for content,
phrasing, organization, or clarity.
The third phase of instrument development included expert review. Two experts
in the field of secondary transition planning and collaboration were asked to provide
feedback on both content and pragmatic aspects of the survey tool (Johnson & Morgan,
2016; Plotner et al., 2012). The field researchers (a PhD level special education
researcher from a nationally funded technical assistance center for transition
professionals, and a Master’s level special educator from a state technical assistance
center for transition) were asked to offer feedback on the item content, organization, and
comprehensiveness of the survey tool. Specifically, they were asked to review and
provide constructive suggestions regarding the alignment of each survey item to current
research in special education transition and interagency collaboration using a survey
feedback form. The suggestions and feedback were applied to revise the survey items
and design, specifically clarification in wording within the Demographics section and the
addition of one open-ended question in each of the content subsections (Barriers,
Strategies, and Effects) to obtain more detailed personal feedback from participants. The
final survey consisted of 79 question items organized within the following three sections
and subsections: 1. Personal and Professional Demographics, 2. Transition Teaming
Questions, and 3. Collaborative Components (comprised of the subsections Strategies,
Barriers, and Effects of Collaboration). Table 3.4, Alignment of survey section, items,
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research questions, and corresponding research, presents citations of all relevant
literature utilized in developing the research questions and final survey instrument.
Completing instrument validation through three phases of review of the survey
aimed to ensure maximum clarity of the tool’s content, organization, and alignment with
the identified constructs. Research standards provide guidance in the forms of validation
of instruments (Haladyna & Rodriguez, 2013). Content review, completed in phase one,
included a purposive review of pivotal research in the field of special education and
transition programming including legal requirements, best and promising practices, and
studies of various components of collaboration both in the area of secondary transition
and outside fields. Phases two and three utilized professionals and experts in the field of
secondary transition to provide in-depth reviews of the adequacy of coverage of the
identified constructs, the clarity of items, and the distinctiveness of each item (to prevent
redundancy). Combined, the three review phases aimed to increase the usability of the
instrument for the participants, and the data applications for the researcher (Haladyna &
Rodriguez, 2013).
Interagency Collaboration for Transition Planning survey. Based on the
feedback from the three review phases, the final instrument, Interagency Collaboration
for Transition Planning Survey (see Appendix C), was disseminated to participants
through Sampling Methods described above. The survey consisted of 79 question items
organized within the following three sections and subsections: 1. Personal and
Professional Demographics, 2. Transition Teaming Questions, and 3. Collaborative
Components (comprised of the subsections Strategies, Barriers, and Effects of
Collaboration).
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Section 1: Demographic items. The Personal and Professional Demographics
section of the survey included 11 total items: eight forced multiple choice and three
write-in items in order to collect the necessary nominal and ordinal-level data from
survey participants (Johnson & Morgan, 2016). Seven items were aimed at gathering
personal demographic information including participant age, gender, education level,
professional certifications, current professional role, and years of experience participants
have in working with transition-age youth with disability. The final four items focused
on professional demographics and ask participants to provide the number of districts and
schools they serve, their primary work setting, and the approximate portion of their work
time that is spent in direct service with transition-age youth with disability.
Section 2: Transition teaming. The Transition Teaming section consisted of 10
questions which include 20 survey items: three questions asking for a response of yes, no,
or I don’t know; four multiple-choice questions; and three Likert scale response questions
(which include a total of 13 items) (Johnson & Morgan, 2016). For the first question,
consisting of three items, participants used a Likert scale rating to indicate to what extent
they currently participate in collaboration with any other transition professionals, with
any transition professionals within their own agency, and with transition professionals
from agencies other than their own (1- No collaboration, 2- Minimal collaboration, 3Moderate collaboration, 4- Extensive collaboration). Question two asked participants to
indicate the extent of collaboration activities with eight specific professionals (special
education teachers, special education transition specialist/coordinator, special education
administration (placement chair, coordinator, director, VR counselor, VR transition
specialist, DDSN representative, CIL representative, and Other community agency
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representatives). Participants were asked to indicate their levels of collaboration from the
following options: No collaboration, Minimal collaboration, Moderate collaboration,
Extensive collaboration. Question three asked participants how frequently they
collaborate with professionals from other agencies. Participants selected from the
following multiple-choice options: Never, Less than 1 time per year, At least 1 time per
year, At least 4 times per year, At least 1 time per month, At least 1 time per week, At
least 1 time per day.
Next, participants responded to a multiple-choice question to indicate the
frequency of training they received related to collaboration methods or strategies (Never,
Less than 1 time per year, 1 time per year, Multiple times per year). Participants were
then asked to indicate whether any of the school districts they serve utilize an interagency transition planning team (yes, no, or I don’t know). The next question asked
participants how often their district transition planning team meets in a school year (We
don’t have a team, 1 time, 2-4 times, 5-7 times, 8 or more times, I don’t know). They were
then asked whether they have ever served on a district-level inter-agency transition
planning team (yes, no). Participants continued this subsection by indicating whether they
currently serve on this team (yes or no), as well as total duration of membership on any
district transition planning team (I have never served on this team, Less than 1 year, 1-2
years, 3-4 years, 5-6 years, 7 years or more).
The final question in this section included two items. Participants used a Likert
scale ranking (from 1- Not at all important, 2- Minimally important, 3- Moderately
important, and 4- Extremely important) to indicate their perceptions of the importance of
having a district inter-agency transition planning team. Similarly, respondents utilized the
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same Likert scale response to indicate how important they feel it is for them to be a
member of a district inter-agency transition planning team. All participants then moved to
the next section of the survey.
Section 3: Collaboration components. The remainder of the survey consisted of
questions relating to components of collaboration. All participants were asked to
complete this section. Question items were divided into three subsections: Strategies,
Barriers, and Effects of Collaboration.
Strategies for successful collaboration. This subsection contained one question
asking participants to complete Likert scale rankings indicating levels of agreement with
13 statements relating to strategies for effective collaboration. Participants ranked their
opinions on the importance of collaboration strategies using the selection options of Not
at all important, Minimally important, Moderately important, Significantly important.
Survey items, identified through review of both general collaboration and special
education interagency collaboration literature, included strategies such as: use of an
agenda, discussing agreed-upon topics, ensuring leadership, maintaining focus, pooling
of resources, ensuring common values, accountability, understanding of member roles,
minimizing turn-over, ensuring adequate work time, effective communication among
partners, and ensuring group goals align with agencies’ goals. This subsection also
included one open-ended question asking participants to describe any other strategies for
building collaboration and offers a text-box for unlimited character response.
Barriers to collaboration. This subsection contained one question with 18
statements assessing participants’ perceptions of barriers to effective collaboration.
Participants utilized a Likert scale response (Significant barrier, Moderate barrier,
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Minimal barrier, Not a barrier at all) to indicate their perceptions of barriers described in
the item statements. The potential barriers were identified through review of both general
collaboration and special education interagency collaboration literature. Barriers assessed
include issues such as: scheduling issues, lack of agenda, lack of leadership, poor focus,
lack of resource-sharing, lack of common values, lack of collaborator availability, poor
follow-through on tasks, lack of accountability, lack of knowledge of own or other
agencies’ services, lack of training in collaboration, turn-over of collaborative partners,
lack of work time, poor communication among partners, lack of agency support, and lack
of alignment with agencies’ goals. This section also included one open-ended question
asking participants to describe any other barriers that impede collaboration and offered a
text-box for unlimited character responses.
Effects of collaboration. The final subsection of the survey consisted of one
question asking participants to respond to 14 statements relating to their perceptions of
the effects of collaboration activities. Participants used Likert scale rankings (No impact
at all, Minimal impact, Moderate impact, Significant impact) to indicate the level of
impact collaboration has had on various transition activities including: increasing
stakeholder knowledge of agency services, improvements in access/referrals for services,
increasing understanding of post-high school employment/independent living/education
options, increasing capacity to set meaningful goals and to align with appropriate
services, improving access to employment training/independent living supports/academic
supports, and improving employment/independent living/academic outcomes. This
section also included one open-ended question asking participants to describe any other
effects of collaboration and offers a text-box for unlimited character responses.
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Cronbach’s alpha. A value for Cronbach’s alpha was calculated to indicate the
internal consistency for survey items (Cronbach, 1951). Alpha values were calculated for
each subsection of the Collaboration Components section: Strategies, Barriers, and
Effects of Collaboration (not including the open-ended question items). The Strategies
subscale consisted of 13 items (α=.90), the Barriers subscale consisted of 18 items
(α=.96), and the Effects of Collaboration subscale consisted of 14 items (α=.97).
Additionally, all subscales were found to be highly reliable when all 45 items were
assessed as a whole (α=.92). This indicates that the survey may be viewed as highly
reliable.
Data Analysis
Survey response data was uploaded into the Statistical Package for Social
Sciences (SPSS) software program. This software was utilized for all analyses. The data
collected from the completed surveys was analyzed using both descriptive and inferential
statistics to summarize the results and identify relationships among variables. What
follows are descriptions of the data analysis used to address the indicated research
questions.
Analysis of data relevant to each research question began with Exploratory Factor
Analysis (EFA) for data-reduction, and to identify underlying factor structures resulting
from the collected responses. Descriptive statistics aligning with the resulting identified
factors were examined, and appropriate inferential statistics were calculated for research
questions three and four, specifically a one-way ANOVA and an independent t-tests.
Using the findings from the ANOVA test, a Mann-Whitney U test indicated where
differences among the groups and variables lie (Mertens & Wilson, 2012). Figure 3.5,
66

Plan for Data Analysis, presents the research questions and corresponding survey items,
the associated variables, and the statistical analyses proposed to describe any potential
relationships.
Exploratory Factor Analysis
Exploratory factor analysis (EFA) is a data-reduction technique used to identify
and group interrelated variables based on underlying relationships. The purpose of EFA
is to recognize correlations among measured variables, and reduce them to a set of
parsimonious representations, known as domains or factors, based on the measured
variables (Fabrigar, Wegener, MacCallum, & Strahan, 1999). For the purpose of this
study, EFA was appropriate as the data obtained from the 45 individual survey items
within the Collaboration Components sections is categorical-level data (Norris &
Lecavalier, 2010). Reducing this data into domains based on patterns of correlations
drastically reduced the number of analyses required among the dependent variables
(survey responses), and the independent variables identified in the research questions. In
summary, EFA reduced the large number of variables into domains based on underlying
relationships; the resulting domains were compared to the identified independent
variables to determine any relationships, as described in the following sections.
For the purpose of this study, an EFA was used on each of the survey subsections
within the Collaboration Components: Strategies for Collaboration, Barriers to
Collaboration, and Effects of Collaboration. For each of these sections, an EFA extracted
factors based on underlying relationships among the variables posed within the survey.
The resulting factors identified from each of the EFAs were then further examined using
a scree-plot to confirm that the appropriate number of factors had been identified from
67

each subsection. A scree-plot graphs the eigenvalues from each of the identified factors in
descending order, allowing for a visual analysis of the data. The last sharp drop in values
(or the “elbow”) represents the number of factors that should be retained (Norris &
Lecavalier, 2010). Finally, depending on the resulting total variance represented by the
identified factors from each subsection, various rotations were attempted to maximize the
variance. Domain inclusion criteria were based on the following decision rules: factors
loading lower than .40 can be removed or moved from a domain; factors loading .40 on
more than one domain can be removed or moved from a domain; factors not identified
within a domain but considered a key defining construct can be considered for inclusion
in a domain (Plotner et al., 2012). Once EFA was conducted, and relevant factors were
identified for each subsection, the resultant factors were utilized to address the four
identified research questions as discussed in the following sections.
Participant Roles
Before analysis, the participants were grouped into categories based on the roles
selected within the Demographics section; special education teachers, special education
district personnel, and special education administrators were grouped together into an
Educators category. VR counselors, transition specialists, and other personnel were
grouped together into a VR category. DDSN representatives, CIL representatives, and
other community-based providers were grouped together into a Community Providers
category. Of the 210 usable survey responses, 75.2% (n=158) of respondents were
Educators, 13.8% (n=29) were VR professionals, and 11% (n=23) were Community
Providers. Specific response rates by role groupings are presented in Table 3.6.
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Research Question Data Analysis
Research question 1: What are the reported levels of collaboration for
transition professionals? Findings from this section were reported through frequency
data and presented in cross tabulations by role group. Levels of collaboration (ranging
from none to extensive) were reported by role groupings of Educators, VR, and
Community Providers. Additionally, cross tabulations of collaboration frequencies and
percentages among all participants by role were calculated, as were frequencies and
percentages of collaboration training, team membership, meeting frequency, and
importance of collaborative teams.
Research question 2: What do transition professionals indicate as the most
challenging barriers to effective collaboration? For this question, EFA reduced the
number of item variables from the Barriers to Collaboration subsection into four factors
based on underlying correlations identified through analysis described above. The factorlevel responses for each of the four resulting factors within the Barriers section of the
survey were reported using descriptive statistics (mean and standard deviation). Itemlevel descriptive statistics were also calculated and grouped by factor.
Research question 3: What do transition professionals indicate as the most
effective strategies for successful collaboration? For this question, EFA reduced the
number of item variables from the Strategies for Collaboration subsection into two
factors based on underlying correlations identified through analysis described above.
Descriptive statistics for each factor were calculated. In addition, the item-level responses
for each of the 13 items within the Strategies section of the survey were reported using
descriptive statistics such as mean and standard deviation.
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Research question 4: What do transition professionals indicate as the
perceived effects of collaboration? For this question, EFA reduced the number of item
variables from the Effects of Collaboration subsection into three factors based on
underlying correlations identified through analysis described above. Descriptive statistics
for each factor were calculated. In addition, the item-level responses for each of the 14
items within the Effects section of the survey were reported using descriptive statistics
such as mean and standard deviation.
Research question 5: Do transition professionals’ perceptions of the
components of collaboration vary based on their professional roles? The independent
variable for this research question is the participant’s individual role/job title (Middle
school teacher, High school teacher, Special education transition coordinator, Special
education administrator, VR counselor, VR transition specialists, DDSN representative,
CIL representative, Community agency representative, Other). For analysis purposes,
findings for this categorical-level independent variable individual role were aggregated
into three groups: Educator roles (which include Middle school teachers, High school
teachers, Special education transition coordinators, Special education administrators), VR
roles (which include VR counselor, VR transition specialists), and Community Provider
roles (which include DDSN representative, CIL representative, Community agency
representative). Respondents indicating a role of Other were placed in the appropriate
group based on their provided information. These three groups, Educator roles, VR roles,
and Community Provider roles, served as the independent variables in the domain level
analysis of findings for this research question.
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The dependent variable was the perceived levels of the various components of
collaboration (Strategies, Barriers, and Effects of Collaboration). As described above,
EFA for each component section of the survey resulted in a reduction of the data into
identified domains for each of these component sections. The Barriers section resulted in
four domains, the Strategies section resulted in two domains, and the Effects section
resulted in three domains. In order to prepare the resulting factors for comparison to the
independent variable, the survey results for each item were input into the corresponding
domains (identified through EFA) using the following method.
Likert scale responses for questions within the dependent variable sections of the
survey were assigned numerical values. Within the Strategies section, (items 32-44),
qualifiers were valued as follows: Significantly important-4, Moderately important- 3,
Minimally important- 2, Not at all important-1. Within the Barriers section (items 46-63),
responses were valued as Not a barrier at all- 4, Minimal barrier- 3, Moderate barrier2, Significant barrier- 1. For the responses within the Effects of Collaboration section
(items 65-78), values were assigned as follows: Significant impact- 4, Moderate impact3, Minimal impact- 2, No impact at all-1. These item means were grouped into the
corresponding domain identified through the EFA and were used to calculate a total mean
score for each identified domain.
The factor mean scores were then disaggregated based on participant group
(Educator roles, VR roles, and Community Provider roles). A Kruskal-Wallis one-way
analysis of variance (ANOVA) compared the mean scores from each disaggregated factor
to the independent variable group to determine if, and to what extent, relationships exist
among these variables at the factor level (Mertens & Wilson, 2012; Lomax & Hahs-
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Vaughn, 2012). A Mann-Whitney U-test was used to determine which factors
demonstrate statistical differences within the group (Lomax & Hahs-Vaughn, 2012).
Research question 6: Does membership in a formal collaborative team affect
transition professionals’ perceptions of components of collaboration? This research
question aimed to identify any associations among membership on a formal collaborative
team and participants’ perceptions of Barriers, Strategies, and Effects of collaboration.
Current membership status as well as any previous membership experience were assessed
through two separate analyses. The first analysis examined the independent variable of
current district-level interagency transition planning team membership status. The
independent variable of membership (identified from survey item 28 within the
Transition Teaming section) separates participants into two groups: current members of
district-level interagency transition teams, and non-members of district-level interagency
transition teams. The dependent variable is the perceived levels of the various
components of collaboration (Collaboration Strategies, Collaboration Barriers, and
Effects of Collaboration). As described above, EFA for each component section of the
survey resulted in a reduction of the data into identified domains for each of these
component sections. In order to prepare the resulting factors for comparison to the
independent variable, the survey results for each item were inputted into the
corresponding domains (identified through EFA). Likert scale responses were assigned
numerical values as described above for (Collaboration Strategies, Collaboration
Barriers, and Effects of Collaboration sections).
The resulting mean scores for each domain were disaggregated into two groups
based on the independent variable (current membership status on a formal district
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interagency transition). The two groups were examined using an independent t-test
(Mertens & Wilson, 2012) to determine whether any statistically significant difference
existed for the dependent variable domains among respondents based on membership
status on a formal district interagency team. An independent t-test was appropriate as the
sampled individuals can only identify as members of one group. Lavene’s test for
equality of variances revealed that all but two factors can assume equal variance and
therefore can be examined using a t-test, while the two without equal variance were
examined using the Welch t-test.
For the second analysis, similar procedures were followed with the independent
variable based on participants’ responses to whether they have ever served on a district
transition planning team (identified as previous membership). The two groups, previous
members and non-members, were examined using an independent t-test (Mertens &
Wilson, 2012) to determine whether any statistically significant difference exists for the
dependent variable domains among respondents based on membership status on a formal
district interagency team. An independent t-test was appropriate as the sampled
individuals can only identify as members of one group.
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Table 3.1
Survey Participants by Role (N=210)
Role

n

Percent

Middle School Special Education Teacher

25

11.9

High School Special Education Teacher

63

30.0

Special Education Transition Coordinator

16

7.6

Special Education Administrator

54

25.7

VR Counselor

16

7.6

VR Transition Specialist

13

6.2

DDSN Representative

7

3.3

CIL Representative

6

2.9

Community Agency Representative

10

4.8

Total Participants

210

100.0
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Table 3.2
Participant Demographics (N=210)
Educators
Category

Community
Providers

VR

n

%

n

%

n

%

18-24

4

1.9

1

0.5

0

0.0

25-34

25

11.9

9

4.3

9

4.3

35-44

47

22.4

6

2.9

5

2.4

45-54

50

23.8

8

3.874

6

2.9

55-64

26

12.4

4

1.9

3

1.4

65+

3

1.4

1

0.5

0

0.0

Did not answer

3

1.4

0

0.0

0

0.0

Male

24

11.4

4

1.9

7

3.3

Female

131

62.4

25

11.9

16

7.6

2

1.0

0

0.0

0

0.0

High School

2

1.0

1

0.5

1

0.5

Associate

1

0.5

0

0.0

0

0.0

Bachelor’s

20

9.5

5

2.4

10

4.8

Master’s

49

23.3

12

5.7

3

1.4

Master’s+

71

33.8

10

4.8

8

3.8

Doctorate

15

7.1

1

0.5

1

0.5

Less than 3

12

5.7

4

1.9

4

1.9

3-6

26

12.4

11

5.2

10

4.8

7-10

24

11.4

9

4.3

3

1.4

11-14

25

11.9

2

1.0

2

1.0

15-18

28

13.3

2

1.0

3

1.4

18+

43

20.5

1

0.5

1

0.5

School District

147

70.0

4

1.9

1

0.5

Agency Office

4

1.9

11

5.2

18

8.6

Age

Gender

Did not answer
Education Level

Years of Experience

Primary Work Setting
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Split

3

1.4

14

6.7

3

1.4

Othera

4

1.9

0

0.0

1

0.5

0%

24

11.4

0

0.0

4

1.9

1-20%

19

9.0

2

1.0

12

5.7

21-40%

10

4.8

2

1.0

1

0.5

41-60%

7

3.3

2

1.0

4

1.9

61-80%

7

3.3

11

5.2

0

0.0

81-100%

91

43.3

12

5.7

2

1.0

% Direct Service Time

Note: Percent values for all roles within each category. VR=Vocational Rehabilitation
a
Other work settings stated by participants included “university setting” (n=3), “summer
school practicum” (n=1), and “student teaching” (n=1).
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Table: 3.3
Transition Teaming: Teaming components (N=210)

Survey Item
Collab. other agencies
Never
>1 per 12 months
>4 per year
> 1 per month
> 1 per week
> 1 per day
Othera
Freq. of collab. PD
Never
1 per year
Multiple per year
Otherb
District has team
Yes
No
Don’t know
Meeting frequency
1 per year
2-4 per year
5-7 per year
8+ per year
Otherc
No team
Don’t know
Ever served on team
Yes
No
Currently on team
Yes
No

Comm. Prov.
(n=23)
Total %
n
%
%

Ed (n=158)
n
%

VR (n=29)
n
%

14
34
33
47
21
7
2

8.9
21.5
20.9
29.7
13.3
4.4
1.3

0
2
7
8
10
2
0

0.0
6.9
24.1
27.6
34.5
6.9
0.0

0
0
3
5
11
4
0

0.0
0.0
13.0
21.7
47.8
17.4
0.0

6.7
17.1
20.5
28.6
20.0
6.2
1.0

32
56
64
6

20.3
35.4
40.5
3.8

3
7
19
0

10.3
24.1
65.5
0.0

2
2
19
0

8.7
8.7
82.6
0.0

17.6
31.0
48.6
2.9

101
22
35

63.9
13.9
22.2

21
4
4

72.4
13.8
13.8

19
2
2

82.6
8.7
8.7

67.1
13.3
19.5

9
24
25
23
7
14
56

5.7
15.2
15.8
14.6
4.4
8.9
35.4

0
7
3
8
2
3
6

0.0
24.1
10.3
27.6
6.9
8.6
20.7

1
3
5
4
4
1
5

4.3
13.0
21.7
17.4
17.4
4.3
21.7

4.8
16.2
15.7
16.7
6.2
8.6
31.9

67
91

42.4
57.6

13
16

44.8
55.2

14
9

60.9
39.1

44.8
55.2

58
100

36.7
63.3

12
17

41.4
58.6

11
12

47.8
52.2

38.6
61.4
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Years on team
<1 year
7
4.4
2
6.9
2
8.7
5.2
1-2 years
17
10.8
4
13.8
6
26.1
12.9
3-4 years
28
17.7
7
24.1
2
8.7
17.6
5-6 years
12
7.6
3
10.3
4
17.4
9.0
7 years or more
9
5.7
0
0.0
2
8.7
5.2
Never on team
85
53.8
13
44.8
7
30.4
50.0
Team Importance
Not important
1
0.6
0
0.0
0
0.0
0.5
Min. important
5
3.2
0
0.0
1
4.3
2.9
Mod. important
38
24.1
6
20.7
6
26.1
23.8
Ext. important
114
72.2
23
79.3
16
69.6
72.9
Being on team
Not important
8
5.1
0
0.0
1
4.3
4.3
Min. important
33
20.9
5
17.2
2
8.7
19.0
Mod. important
45
28.5
5
17.2
9
39.1
28.1
Ext. important
72
45.6
19
65.5
11
47.8
48.6
Notes: Collab.= Collaboration. Freq.= Frequency. PD= Professional Development. Ed=
Educators, VR= Vocational Rehabilitation. Comm. Prov.= Community Providers.
Percentages, except those in the Total % column, represent percentages within each
group.
Min.= Minimally, Mod.= Moderately, Ext.= Extremely
a
Other frequencies of collaboration listed by participants included: using the internet to
determine who to contact for collaboration as needed, and twice a year for 6-week
sessions
b
Other frequencies of PD listed by participants included: conferences attended, only when
there is available training, I provide trainings, occasionally, only if I seek them out
myself, and we just started in the 2nd semester
c
Other meeting frequencies listed by participants included: 1 time per month (4), I don’t
know, I work with multiple teams as well as districts without teams, I participate in many
teams, our team did not schedule to meet again, and some of my many schools have more
collaboration than others
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Table 3.4 Alignment of survey sections, survey items, research questions, and
corresponding research
Survey
Survey
Research
Sections
Item #s
Question
Corresponding Research
Personal and
Professional
Demographics

Transition
Teaming

Strategies

Barriers

Effects of
Collaboration

2-11

12-31

32-45

46-64

65-79

1-6

Plotner, Shogren et al., 2017; Plotner et
al., 2014; Plotner, Oertle et al., 2017;
Hasazi, 1999

1, 6

Plotner, Shogren et al., 2017; Plotner et
al., 2014; Plotner, Oertle et al., 2017;
Hasazi, 1999

3, 5, 6

Pfeiffer & Cundari, 2000; FosterFishman et al., 2001; Cramer, 1998;
Friend & Cook, 1992; Frey et al., 2006;
Hasazi et al., 1999; Erickson et al., 2015;
Noonan & Morningstar, 2012

2, 5, 6

Oertle & Trach, 2007; Benz et al., 1995;
Plotner, Rose et al., 2017; Taylor et al.,
2016; Oertle et al., 2013; Plotner, Oertle
et al., 2017; Oertle et al., 2017; Oertle &
Seader, 2015; Thomson et al., 2009;
Johnson et al., 2003; Erickson et al.,
2015; Noonan & Morningstar, 2012

4, 5, 6

Oertle et al., 2017; Taylor et al., 2016;
Benitez et al., 2009; Noonan et al., 2014;
Erickson et al., 2015; Noonan, McCall et
al., 2012
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1. 2.

Table 3.5 Plan for Data Analysis
Research
Survey Sections;
Question
Item Numbers
1. Levels of
collaboration for
Transition Teaming:
transition
12-31
professionals

IV: Demographics
DV: barriers to
frequency

Statistical
Analysis
Descriptive
Statistics:
mean, standard
deviation

2. Most prevalent
barriers to
effective
collaboration

Demographics: 6;
Barriers: 46-64

IV: Demographics
DV: barriers to
frequency

Descriptive
Statistics:
mean, standard
deviation; EFA

3. Strategies for
effective
collaboration

Demographics: 6;
Strategies: 32-45

IV: Demographics
DV: effectiveness of
strategies

Descriptive
Statistics:
mean, standard
deviation; EFA

4. Perceived
effects of
collaboration

Demographics: 6;
Effects: 65-78

IV: Demographics
DV: perceived effects

Descriptive
Statistics:
mean, standard
deviation; EFA

5. Do perceptions
of collaboration
vary based on
professional
roles?

Demographics: 6;
Strategies: 32-45;
Barriers: 46-64;
Effects: 65-78

IV: three role domains
DV: factors of
collaboration

EFA; One-way
ANOVA;
Mann-Whitney
U test

Transition Teaming:
27-28; Strategies:
32-45; Barriers: 4664; Effects: 65-78

IV: status of
membership
DV: factors of
collaboration

EFA;
Independent ttest

6. Does team
membership
status affect
perceptions of
collaboration?

Variables

Note: IV= Independent Variable, DV= Dependent Variable, EFA= Exploratory Factor
Analysis
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Table 3.6
Survey Participants Role Groupings (N=210)
Role
Educator Group (n=158, 75.2%)

n

Percent

Middle School Special Education Teacher

25

11.9

High School Special Education Teacher

63

30.0

Special Education Transition Coordinator

16

7.6

Special Education Administrator

54

25.7

VR Counselor

16

7.6

VR Transition Specialist

13

6.2

DDSN Representative

7

3.3

CIL Representative

6

2.9

Community Agency Representative

10

4.8

210

100.0

VR Group (n= 29, 13.8%)

Community Provider Group (n= 23, 11.0%)

Total Participants

Note: VR= Vocational Rehabilitation, DDSN= Department of Disability and Special Needs, CIL= Center
for Independent Living
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CHAPTER 4
RESULTS
The purpose of this study was to examine transition service providers’ levels of
collaboration for transition planning, perceptions of the barriers to interagency
collaboration, strategies for effective interagency collaboration, and observed effects of
interagency collaboration on transition outcomes. Specifically, the study targeted six
research questions:
1. What are the reported levels of collaboration for transition professionals?
2. What do transition professionals indicate as the most challenging barriers to
effective collaboration?
3. What do transition professionals indicate as the most effective strategies for
successful collaboration?
4. What do transition professionals indicate as the perceived effects of
collaboration?
5. Do transition professionals’ perceptions of the components of collaboration vary
based on their professional roles?
6. Does membership in a formal collaborative team affect transition professionals’
perceptions of components of collaboration?
This chapter provides the descriptive and analytical results of the survey data
collected through the described methods. A total of 240 survey responses were submitted
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through the online tool. Nine individuals indicated “No” on the qualifying question (“1.
Do you serve of work with transition-age youth with disability [ages 13-21] or support
other professionals who work with transition-age youth with disability?”), and therefore
were not granted access to complete the survey. Additionally, 18 individuals responded
“Yes” to the qualifying question one but did not complete any of the remaining survey
questions. Three individuals completed the demographics section but no further survey
items. Therefore, the total number of usable responses was 210. The following sections
will describe the statistical procedures utilized, including results of exploratory factor
analysis, domain-level analysis of findings, and inferential statistics based on the research
questions. Summary and conclusions will also be provided.
Research Questions
In the following section, findings relevant to the research questions are presented.
Summaries of the survey items and response methods are described. Exploratory factor
analysis for each section (Barriers, Strategies, and Effects) will also be presented with
explanation of the resulting factors and descriptive statistics at the factor level. Inferential
statistics relevant to research questions five and six will also be presented.
Research Question 1: What are the reported levels of collaboration of transition
professionals?
This section of the survey consisted of 20 items assessing participants’ previous
and current experiences with collaboration among various agencies. Collaboration was
defined as “professionals interacting and working together to identify, discuss, and/or
propose solutions for issues relating to transition planning for youth with disability, …
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through formal meetings or informal communications, and may include individuals
within an agency or across multiple agencies.” Participants were asked to rank their
levels of collaboration with others both inside and outside of their organization.
The findings from the three role groups are provided below. Educators indicated a
Moderate level of collaboration with the highest frequency (51.3%), while VR and
Community Providers both indicated Extensive Collaboration with highest frequency
(VR=55.2%, Comm. Providers= 52.2%). When all groups’ percentages were totaled, the
Moderate Collaboration level received the highest percentage (47.6%) and extensive
collaboration was the next highest (39%) indicating high levels of collaboration with any
other professionals. Within-agency collaboration yielded similar scores across role
groups with 46.2% of Educators, 51.7% of VR professionals, and 59.1% of Community
Providers indicating Extensive Collaboration. Collaboration with outside agencies
yielded contrasting results with 42.0% of Educators indicating Minimal Collaboration
with other organizations, and 51.7% of VR professionals and 47.8% of Community
Providers indicating Moderate Collaboration. Totaled percentages across groups show
that 35.4% of transition professionals indicated Minimal Collaboration levels with other
agencies, a marked difference from other area findings. Crosstabulations by participant
group for these survey items is presented in Table 4.1.
Participants were also asked to identify their levels of collaboration with specific
transition professionals (special education teachers, special education transition
coordinators, special education administrators, VR counselors, VR transition specialist,
DDSN representatives, CIL representatives, or other community agency representatives)
using a Likert scale (1- No collaboration, 2- Minimal collaboration, 3- Moderate
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collaboration, 4- Extensive collaboration). Educators indicated the highest levels of
collaboration with Special Education Teachers (72.8% indicated Extensive
Collaboration), and Special Education Administration (50.6% indicated Extensive
Collaboration), and lowest levels of collaboration with CIL representatives (74.7%
indicated No Collaboration) and VR Transition Specialists (33.5% indicated No
Collaboration). VR representatives indicated the highest levels of collaboration with
Special Education Teachers (65.5% indicated Extensive Collaboration) and VR
Transition Specialists (64.3% indicated Extensive Collaboration), and lowest levels of
collaboration with CIL representatives (75.9% indicated No Collaboration). Community
Providers indicated Moderate Collaboration with Special Education Teachers (52.2%)
and Other Community Agency Representative (56.5%), but in no grouping did
Community Providers indicate Extensive Collaboration as the highest result percentage.
When comparing total percentages across roles, three personnel groups showed
Extensive Collaboration as the highest percentage response: Special Education Teachers
(65.2%), Special Education Transition Specialists (40.2%), and Special Education
Administration (41.6%). Three groups’ highest percentages fall under the No
Collaboration distinction: VR Transition Specialists (28.2%), CIL representative
(69.9%), and Other Community Agency Representative (36.7%). Crosstabulations by
participant group for these survey items are presented in Table 4.2.
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Research question 2: What do transition professionals indicate as most prevalent
barriers to effective collaboration?
Participants reported the prevalence of barriers through a Likert scale response
(Not a barrier at all- 4, Minimal barrier-3, Moderate barrier- 2, Significant barrier- 1).
The most challenging barriers to successful collaboration were indicated by the lowest
scores. Items assessed participant perceptions of 18 barrier issues such as: scheduling
difficulties, lack of agenda, lack of leadership, poor team focus, lack of resource-sharing,
lack of common values, lack of collaborator availability, poor follow-through on tasks,
lack of accountability, lack of knowledge of own or other agencies’ services, lack of
training in collaboration, turn-over of collaborative partners, lack of work time, poor
communication among partners, lack of agency support, and lack of alignment with
agencies’ goals.
This section also included one open-ended question which asked participants to
describe any other barriers that impede collaboration. Participants were offered a text-box
for unlimited character responses. Forty-five participants provided open-ended responses
of which 17 emphasized time constraint as a prevalent barrier. Other areas mentioned
included the attitudes and cooperation of team members, lack of a shared vision, lack of
member commitment, and lack of knowledge of both agency services and of
collaboration methods.
Exploratory factor analysis (EFA). The purpose of EFA is to recognize
correlations among measured variables and reduce them to a set of parsimonious
representations, known as domains or factors, based on the measured variables (Fabrigar,
Wegener, MacCallum, & Strahan, 1999). For the purpose of this study, EFA was
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appropriate as the data obtained from the 45 individual survey items within the
Collaboration Components sections is categorical-level data (Norris & Lecavalier, 2010).
Reducing this data into domains based on patterns of correlations reduced the number of
analyses required among the dependent variables (survey responses), and the independent
variables identified in the research questions. For the purpose of this study, an EFA was
used on each of the survey subsections relevant to the research questions: Barriers (18
items), Strategies (13 items), and Effects of Collaboration (14 items).
For each of these sections, an EFA extracted factors based on underlying
relationships among the variables posed within the survey. The resulting factors
identified from each of the EFAs was then further examined using a scree-plot to confirm
that the appropriate number of factors had been identified from each subsection. A screeplot results in a graph of the eigenvalues from each of the identified factors in descending
order, allowing for a visual analysis of the data. The last sharp drop in values (the
“elbow”) represents the number of factors that should be retained (Norris & Lecavalier,
2010). Finally, depending on the resulting total variance represented by the identified
factors from each subsection, various rotations were attempted to maximize the variance.
Domain inclusion criteria was based on the following decision rules: factors loading
lower than .40 can be removed or moved from a domain; factors loading .40 on more
than one domain can be removed or moved from a domain; factors not identified within a
domain but considered a key defining construct can be considered for inclusion in a
domain (Plotner et al., 2012). Once EFA was conducted, and relevant factors were
identified for each subsection, the resultant factors were utilized to address the research
questions as discussed in the following sections.

89

EFA: Barriers. Using SPSS, the data within the Barriers subsection was
determined adequate and appropriate for EFA as the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of
Sampling Adequacy was .939 (above the recommended .60 threshold), and the Bartlett
Test of Sphericity determined a significance value of .00 (below the <.05 recommended
level). Principal components analysis was selected in order to identify and reduce the
variables (18 survey question items) into underlying factors usable for further inferential
testing. Initially, extraction was set for four factors; however, upon review of the
resulting scree plot showing an “elbow” between two to three factors, extraction for both
three and two factors was also programmed. Following manual review of the resulting
matrices for logical item placement and parsimonious groupings, it was determined that
the four-factor output produced the most meaningful organization of items. The fourfactor outcome accounted for 74.33% of the variance. Because of instances of dualloading of four items, it was necessary to determine appropriate item placement based on
manual review of items. This review resulted in two items being placed within factors
which were not their highest loading value, but were still above the .40 criteria and were
viewed as the most logical placement based on content.
Upon review of the content of the corresponding items, the four resulting factors
relating to Barriers were labeled Member Traits, Meeting Components, Agency Issues,
and Time/Workload. Member Traits included the following survey items: turn-over or
attrition in collaborative personnel, lack of knowledge of other agency services, lack of
resource-sharing, lack of training in collaboration techniques, essential collaborators not
available when needed, lack of effective communication, and lack of common values
among collaborators. Meeting Components items included: lack of accountability for

90

progress, lack of follow-through on tasks, lack of effective leadership, lack of focus
during collaboration, and lack of a clear agenda. Agency Issues items included: lack of
support from my own agency to pursue collaboration, lack of knowledge of my own
agency’s policies, and lack of alignment between my own agency’s goals and the
collaborative team’s goals. Time/Workload items included: not enough time in
collaboration, difficulty scheduling convenient collaboration options, and lack of work
time between collaboration to complete tasks. See Table 4.3 for the resulting defined
components and included variables with factor loadings.
For this question, the item-level responses for each of the 18 items within the
Barriers section of the survey were reported using descriptive statistics mean and
standard deviation. Results indicated that at the item-level, the most challenging Barriers
(lowest means) included difficulty scheduling convenient collaborative opportunities (x̅=
1.98), turn-over, attrition, or changes in collaborative personnel (x̅= 2.19), and lack of
knowledge of the services of other agencies (x̅= 2.20). The least challenging Barriers
(highest means) included lack of knowledge of my own agency’s policies (x̅= 2.66), lack
of support from my own agency to collaborate (x̅=2.63), and lack of alignment between
my agency’s goals and the team’s collaborative goals (x̅= 2.63). At the factor level, mean
scores and standard deviations showed Time/Workload as the most challenging barrier
factor (x̅= 2.20) and Agency Issues as the least challenging barrier factor (x̅= 2.63). Table
4.4 presents descriptive statistics by factor and item-level.
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Research question 3: What do transition professionals indicate as the most effective
strategies for successful collaboration?
Within the Strategies subsection, participants were asked to indicate their
perceived importance of various strategies relevant to promoting successful collaboration.
Likert scale responses for questions within this section of the survey were assigned
numerical values as follows: Significantly important-4, Moderately important- 3,
Minimally important- 2, Not at all important-1, therefore items with highest resultant
means were those identified by participants as most important. Survey items, identified
through review of both general collaboration and special education interagency
collaboration literature, included strategies such as: use of an agenda, discussing agreedupon topics, ensuring leadership, maintaining focus, pooling of resources, ensuring
common values, accountability, understanding of member roles, minimizing turn-over,
ensuring adequate work time, effective communication among partners, and ensuring
group goals align with agencies’ goals.
This subsection also included one open-ended question which asked participants
to describe any other strategies for building collaboration and offered a text-box for
unlimited character response. Fifty-six participants provided written responses, of which
16 mention communication as a key strategy. Other areas mentioned included ensuring
alignment of goals among members, ensuring knowledge of each other’s roles, ensuring
the needed agencies have representation, and working towards efficient and convenient
meetings.
EFA: Strategies. Using SPSS, the data within the Strategies subsection was
determined adequate and appropriate for EFA as the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of
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Sampling Adequacy was .92 (above the recommended .60 threshold), and the Bartlett
Test of Sphericity determined a significance value of .00 (below the <.05 recommended
level). Principal components analysis was selected in order to identify and reduce the
variables (in this case, 13 survey question items) into underlying factors usable for further
inferential testing. Initially, extraction was set for four factors; however, upon review of
the resulting scree plot showing an “elbow” between two to three factors, extraction for
both three and two factors was also programmed. Following manual review of the
resulting matrices for logical groupings of items and parsimony of placements, the twocomponent outcome was selected, which accounted for 57.21% of the variance. Manual
review of the items did not result in any item shifts; all items remained within their
highest loading factor.
Upon review of the content of the corresponding items, the two resulting factors
were labeled Member Responsibilities and Meeting Organization. Member
Responsibilities included the following survey items: ensuring effective communication,
ensuring alignment between agency’s goals and team’s goals, ensuring understanding of
other agencies’ roles, ensuring understanding of own agency’s services/policies, ensuring
collaborators pool their resources, ensuring collaborators are accountable for progress,
ensuring collaborators share common transition-related values, ensuring adequate work
time between collaborative sessions, and minimizing group member turn-over. Meeting
Organization items included: ensuring collaborative time reflects agree-upon topics,
ensuring collaboration utilizes a clear agenda, ensuring one collaborator serves as leader,
and ensuring collaborative time is focused. See Table 4.5 for the resulting defined factors
and component items.
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Item-level descriptive statistics are presented in Table 4.6. Strategies with the
highest mean scores included: ensuring collaborative time is focused and well spent (𝑥̅ =
3.79), ensuring effective communication (𝑥̅ = 3.78), and ensuring understanding of one’s
own agency services and policies (𝑥̅ = 3.74). Strategies with the lowest means included
ensuring one collaborator serves as a leader (𝑥̅ = 3.25), minimizing collaborator turn-over
rate (𝑥̅ = 3.37), and ensuring adequate work time between collaborative sessions (𝑥̅ =
3.51). Mean scores and standard deviations for the domain-level strategies indicated that
the domain Member Responsibility was identified as the most effective strategy for
collaboration, with a mean score of 3.63. The Meeting Organization domain had a
slightly lower mean at 3.59.
Research question 4: What do transition professionals indicate as the perceived
effects of collaboration?
The Effects of Collaboration subsection assessed participants’ perceptions of
effects of collaboration. Within the Effects section, responses were valued as No impact
at all-1, Minimal impact-2, Moderate impact-3, Significant impact-4 and included items
which assessed perceived effects of collaboration on the following outcomes: increasing
stakeholder knowledge of agency services, improvements in access/referrals for services,
increasing understanding of post-high school employment/independent living/education
options, increasing capacity to set meaningful goals and to align with appropriate
services, improving access to employment training/independent living supports/academic
supports, and improving employment/independent living/academic outcomes.
This section also included one open-ended question which asked participants to
describe any other effects of collaboration, and provided a text-box for unlimited
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character responses. Twenty-five participants provided responses of which five
mentioned increasing access to information related to available services as a perceived
effect. Other responses included improved jobs outcomes and awareness of gaps in
services and knowledge among teams.
EFA: Effects. Using SPSS, the data within the Effects subsection was determined
adequate and appropriate for EFA as the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling
Adequacy was .94 (above the recommended .60 threshold), and the Bartlett Test of
Sphericity determined a significance value of .00 (below the <.05 recommended level).
Principal components analysis was selected in order to identify and reduce the variables
(in this case, 12 survey question items) into underlying factors usable for further
inferential testing. Initially, extraction was set for four factors; however, upon review of
the resulting scree plot showing an “elbow” between two to three factors, extraction for
both two and three factors was also programmed. Following manual review of the
resulting matrices for logical groupings of items and parsimony of placements, the threecomponent outcome was selected, which accounted for 81.79% of the total variance.
Because of instances of dual-loading of two items, it was necessary to determine
appropriate item placement based on manual review of items. Factor loading values for
all items were >.40.
Upon review of the content of the corresponding items, the three resulting factors
relating to Effects were labeled Knowledge of Options, Exit Supports, and In-School
Supports. Knowledge of Options included the following survey items: increased
youth/family knowledge of available transition services, increased youth/family
understanding of postsecondary employment options, increased youth/family
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understanding of postsecondary academic options, improved referral process for
transition services, increased youth/family understanding of postsecondary independent
living options, and increased transition professionals’ knowledge of services. Exit
Supports items included: improved access to independent living support upon exiting,
improved access to academic support upon exiting, improved access to independent
living supports available while in school, and improved employment outcomes upon
exiting. In-School Supports items included: improved access to academic supports while
in school, improved access to employment training in school, increased development of
meaningful transition goals, and increased connections between goals and relevant
transition services. See Table 4.7 for the resulting defined factors and included variables
with factor loadings.
Factor and item-level descriptive statistics are presented in Table 4.8. Effects
items with the highest means included increasing professionals’ knowledge of transitionrelated services/agencies available for youth with disability (𝑥̅ = 3.19), increasing capacity
to connect youth transition goals with relevant transition activities/services (𝑥̅ = 3.17), and
improving access to independent living supports available to youth while still in school
(𝑥̅ = 3.14). Effects items with the lowest means included improving access to independent
living support for youth who have exited school and improving access to academic
supports for youth who have exited school (both with 𝑥̅ = 2.76) and improving access to
independent living supports available to youth while still in school (𝑥̅ = 2.87 Mean scores
and standard deviations for the Effects factors indicated that In-School Supports was
identified as the being the most impacted by collaboration, with a mean score of 3.10.
The Exit Supports factor had the lowest mean at 2.86.
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Research question 5: Do transition professionals’ perceptions of the components of
collaboration vary based on their professional roles?
This research question aimed to identify any associations among professional role
and perceptions of Barriers, Strategies, and Effects of collaboration through inferential
statistics (ANOVA). Before analysis, the participants were grouped into categories based
on the roles selected within the Demographics section; special education teachers, special
education district personnel, and special education administrators were grouped together
into an Educators category, VR counselors, transition specialists, and other personnel
were grouped together into a VR category, and DDSN representatives, CIL
representatives, and other community-based providers were grouped together into a
Community Providers category. In order to determine any association between role group
and perceptions, each factor from the Barriers, Strategies, and Effects domains were
disaggregated by role. Within the Barriers domain, Educators indicated the
Time/Workload factor as the most challenging (𝑥̅ = 2.12), while VR representatives
indicated Member Traits as the most challenging (𝑥̅ = 2.29) and Community Providers
scored Meeting Components as most challenging (𝑥̅ = 2.14). The Agency Issues factor was
indicated as the least challenging barrier when disaggregated by role group with
Community Providers scoring 2.92, VR representatives scoring 2.86, and Educators
scoring 2.56.
Within the Strategies domain, the Member Responsibility factor was indicated as
the most effective by both Community Providers (𝑥̅ = 3.62) and by VR representative (𝑥̅ =
3.74). Educators scored both factors equally (𝑥̅ =3.61). VR representatives indicated
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Meeting Organization factor as a less effective strategy (𝑥̅ =3.62) as did Community
Providers (𝑥̅ =3.45).
Within the Effects domain, the In-School Supports factor was indicated as the
most impacted by both Educators (𝑥̅ = 3.08) and by VR representative (𝑥̅ = 3.28).
Community Providers indicated that the Knowledge of Options factor was most impacted
by collaboration (𝑥̅ = 3.02). All role groups indicated the Exit Supports factor was the
least impacted by collaboration with Educators scoring 2.84, VR scoring 3.28, and
Community Providers scoring 2.79. Descriptive statistics of all domains and factors
disaggregated by role are presented in Table 4.9.
ANOVA. To determine whether transition professionals’ perceptions of the
components of collaboration vary based on their professional roles, the resultant factors
from the previously performed EFAs were analyzed using a Kruskal-Wallis one-way
ANOVA, with the Barriers, Strategies, and Effects domains as dependent variables and
the role groups (Educators, VR, and Community Providers) as the independent variable.
Kruskal-Wallis was selected because the dependent variable was ordinal level.
Table 4.10 presents results of the Kruskal-Wallis one-way ANOVA. Significance
level was set at p<.05. The results of the one-way ANOVA only showed significant
difference among groups for the Time/Workload factor from the Barriers section (χ2=
9.12, df= 2, Sig. of χ2= .01). A Mann-Whitney U procedure indicated that Educators view
this barrier domain as more challenging (𝑥̅ = 2.17) than both VR (𝑥̅ = 2.45; U =
−2.12, p = .034) and Community Providers (𝑥̅ = 2.46; U = −2.44, p = .015). No
other factors yielded significant differences based on individual role. For these factors
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(Member Traits, Meeting Components, Agency Issues, Member Responsibility, Meeting
Organization, Knowledge of Options, Exit Supports, and In-School Supports),
professionals’ perceptions did not vary significantly based on professional role.
Research question 6: Does membership in a formal collaborative team affect
transition professionals’ perceptions of components of collaboration?
This research question aimed to identify any associations among membership on a
formal collaborative team and participants’ perceptions of Barriers, Strategies, and
Effects of collaboration. Current membership status as well as any previous membership
experience were assessed through two separate analyses. Descriptive statistics for the
identified factors and membership status will be presented below, followed by the
inferential statistics determined through independent t-tests for each status.
Current membership status. Participants who identified as current members of a
formal collaborative transition team identified the Time/Workload factor as the most
challenging barrier to collaboration (𝑥̅ = 2.50), as did participants who were not current
members of a collaborative team (𝑥̅ = 2.01). Current team members identified Agency
Issues as the least challenging barrier to collaboration (𝑥̅ = 2.93), as did non-members (𝑥̅ =
2.45). Current team members identified Meeting Organization as the most important
strategy (𝑥̅ = 3.69), while non-team members identified Member Responsibility as the
most important strategy (𝑥̅ = 3.60). Current team members identified Knowledge of
Options as the most observable effect of collaboration (𝑥̅ = 3.29), and non-current team
members identified In-School Supports as the most observable effect (𝑥̅ = 3.29). Both
groups identified Exit Supports as the least observable effect domain (current members
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𝑥̅ =3.04, non-current members 𝑥̅ =2.74). Findings disaggregated by membership role are
presented in Table 4.11, along with additional findings from the t-test discussed below.
T-test. An independent samples t-test was conducted to determine if the mean
values of each of the identified Barrier, Strategy, and Effects factors (dependent variable)
differ between participants who currently serve on a formal collaborative team and those
who do not (independent variable). Lavene’s test for equality of variances revealed that
all but two factors can assume equal variance and therefore can be examined using a ttest. The two factors without equal variances were within the Barriers domain: Member
Traits (p=.000) and Meeting Components (p=.002) and were examined using a Welch ttest. All factors but one differed significantly based on whether the participant was a
current member of a collaborative team or not. Participants did not differ in their views of
the Strategy Member Responsibilities based on their current membership status. Table
4.11 presents findings from the t-test.
Within the Barriers factors, current members and non-current members identified
the same factor as most challenging (Time/Workload) and least challenging (Agency
Issues), but differences in means for these perceptions varied significantly. Current
members scored Time/Workload as less challenging (𝑥̅ =2.50) than current non-members
(𝑥̅ =2.01). Similarly, current members identified Agency Issues as less challenging
(𝑥̅ =2.93) than current non-members (𝑥̅ =2.45). Both groups demonstrated agreement in
the general rankings of barriers based, but had significant differences in actual mean
scores.
Within the Strategies factors, current members and non-current members
identified different factors as most effective. Current members identified Meeting
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Organization as most effective (𝑥̅ =3.69), while non-current members identified Member
Responsibility as most effective (𝑥̅ =3.60), although not a statistically different score than
members. Only the difference within Meeting Organization was statistically different by
member status.
Within the Effects factors, current members and non-current members identified
the same factors as least perceived, but by statistically different values. Current members
identified Exit Supports as least impacted (𝑥̅ =3.04), as did non-current members
(𝑥̅ =2.74). Current members identified Knowledge of Options as most impacted by
collaboration (𝑥̅ =3.29), while non-current members identified In-School Supports as most
impacted (𝑥̅ =3.00). All domains demonstrated a significant difference in mean based on
membership status.
Previous membership status. Participants who identified themselves as having
ever previously served as members of a formal collaborative transition team identified the
Time/Workload factor as the most challenging barrier to collaboration (𝑥̅ = 2.42), as did
participants who have never served as members of a collaborative team (𝑥̅ = 2.02).
Previous team members identified Agency Issues as the least challenging barrier to
collaboration (𝑥̅ = 2.92), as did non-members (𝑥̅ = 2.41). Participants who have ever
served as members of a formal collaborative transition team identified the Meeting
Organization as the most important strategy (𝑥̅ = 3.68), while non-team members
identified Member Responsibility as the most important strategy (𝑥̅ = 3.60). Participants
who have ever served as members of a formal collaborative transition team identified the
In-School Supports as the most observable effect of collaboration (𝑥̅ = 3.17), as did nonmembers (𝑥̅ = 3.04). Both groups identify Exit Supports as the least observable effect
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domain (historical members 𝑥̅ =2.93, non-members 𝑥̅ =2.80). Findings disaggregated by
membership role are presented in Table 4.12.
T-test. A t-test was conducted to determine whether the dependent variables
differ between participants who have served on a formal collaborative team and those
who have never served (independent variable). Within the Barriers factors, previous
members and non-members identified the same factor as most challenging
(Time/Workload) and least challenging (Agency Issues), but differences in means for
these perceptions varied significantly. Previous members scored Time/Workload as less
challenging (𝑥̅ =2.42) than non-members (𝑥̅ =2.02). Similarly, previous members
identified Agency Issues as less challenging (𝑥̅ =2.93) than non-members (𝑥̅ =2.40). Both
groups demonstrated agreement in the general rankings of Barriers, but had significant
differences in means.
Within the Strategies factors, previous members and non-members identified
different factors as most effective. Previous members identified Meeting Organization as
most effective (𝑥̅ =3.68), while non-members identified Member Responsibility as most
effective (𝑥̅ =3.60), although not a statistically different score than members. Meeting
Organization was the only factor with a statistical difference by member status.
Within the Effects domain, previous members and non-members identified the
same factors as least impacted, although not by a statistically significant difference.
Previous members identified Exit Supports as least impacted (𝑥̅ =2.93), as did nonmembers (𝑥̅ =2.80). Previous members identified both Knowledge of Options and InSchool Supports equally as the most impacted Effect (𝑥̅ =3.17), while non-members
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identified In-School Supports as most impacted (𝑥̅ =3.04). No factors within the Effects
domain showed a significant difference in mean based on membership status. Descriptive
findings and t-test results are shown in Table 4.12.
Summary
The results from the responses from the Interagency Collaboration for Transition
Planning Survey include descriptive findings about participants’ perceptions of
collaboration. General findings showed that participants indicated Moderate levels of
collaboration with others in general, as well as with others within their own agency,
however, participants indicated Minimal levels of collaboration with professionals from
other agencies. When disaggregated by role, Educators (special education teachers,
transition specialists, and administrators) were most frequently identified as collaborating
Extensively, VR counselors and DDSN representatives were identified as collaborating
Minimally, and VR transition specialists, CIL representatives, and other community
agency representatives were most frequently identified as the No Collaboration level.
Overall, most participants indicated collaboration with other agencies of at least one time
per month. Most participants indicated receiving professional development in
collaboration strategies multiple times per year. Most participants identified that they
were aware of an interagency transition planning team within a district they work, but
most did not currently nor previously serve on this team. A majority of participants
indicated that having an interagency transition planning team in a district is Extremely
Important, but a lesser amount indicated that it was Extremely Important for they
themselves to be on the team.
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Results revealed participants’ perspectives on the Barriers, Strategies, and Effects
domains of collaboration. Item-level data from each of these domains were then reduced
into factors based on an exploratory factor analysis (EFA). The 18 items from the
Barriers domain were reduced to four factors (Member Traits, Meeting Components,
Agency Issues, and Time/Workload), the 13 Strategy items were reduced to two factors
(Member Responsibility, and Meeting Organization), and the 16 Effects items were
reduced to three factors (Knowledge of Options, Exit Supports, and In-School Supports).
Review of the data revealed the most challenging Barrier factor as Time/Workload, while
the most effective Strategy factor was Member Responsibility. The Effect factor
identified as most impacted by collaboration was In-School Supports.
Inferential statistics were used to determine whether an individual’s role or
background on a collaborative team affect perceptions of collaboration components.
Through a one-way ANOVA procedure, the Barrier factor Time/Workload was
determined as the only factor to show statistically significant differences of means when
disaggregated by role. A Mann-Whitney U procedure indicated that Educators view this
Barrier factor as more challenging than both VR representatives and Community
Providers.
Within the Barriers factors, current interagency team members and non-current
members both identified Time/Workload as the most challenging factor and Agency
Issues as least challenging, however a t-test indicated statistically significant differences
in means. Within the Strategies factors, current interagency team members and noncurrent members identify different factors as most effective: current members identified
Meeting Organization as most effective (statistically significant difference between
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groups) and non-current members identified Member Responsibility as most effective
(not a statistically significant difference between groups). Within the Effects domain,
current members identified Knowledge of Options as most impacted by collaboration,
while non-current members identified In-School Supports as most impacted, and both
factors show a statistically significant difference between groups.
Participants who previously served on an interagency team as well as those who
have not served on a team both indicated Time/Workload as the most challenging Barrier
factor, however a t-test reveals a significant difference in mean between these groups.
Previous interagency team members indicated Meeting Organization as the most
effective strategy, while non-members indicated Member Responsibility as most
effective. Both previous members and non-members indicate In-School Supports as most
impacted Effect factor of collaboration with no statistically significant difference between
groups. Conclusions and recommendations based on these findings will be presented in
the following chapter.
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Table 4.1
Transition Teaming: General Collaboration Levels (N=210)
Educators
(n=158)

VR (n=29)

Community
Providers
(n=23)

Total
%

Survey Item
Collaborate with any other
professionals on transition
matters?

n

%

n

%

n

%

%

No collaboration

2

1.3

1

3.4

0

0.0

1.4

Minimal collaboration

21

13.3

1

3.4

3

13.0

11.9

Moderate collaboration

81

51.3

11

37.9

8

34.8

47.6

Extensive collaboration

54

34.2

16

55.2

12

52.2

39.0

No collaboration

1

0.6

0

0.0

0

0.0

0.5

Minimal collaboration

28

17.9

2

6.9

3

13.6

15.9

Moderate collaboration

55

35.3

12

41.4

6

27.3

35.3

Extensive collaboration

72

46.2

15

51.7

13

59.1

48.3

No response

2

1.3

0

0.0

1

3.4

1.4

No collaboration

13

8.3

0

0.0

0

0.0

6.2

Minimal collaboration

66

42.0

5

17.2

3

13.0

35.4

Moderate collaboration

43

27.4

15

51.7

11

47.8

33.0

Extensive collaboration

35

22.3

9

31.0

9

39.1

25.4

No response

1

0.7

0

0.0

0

0.0

0.4

Collaborate with other
professionals within your
agency on transition
matters?

Collaborate with
professionals from agencies
other than your own?

Note: Percentages, except those in the Total % column, represent percentages within each
group. VR=Vocational Rehabilitation
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Table 4.2
Transition Teaming: Personnel Collaboration Levels (N=210)
Comm. Prov.
Ed. (n=158)
VR (n=29)
(n=23)
Personnel
n
%
n
%
n
%
Sp. Ed. Teacher
No collab.
1
0.6
0
0.0
1
4.3
Minimal collab.
10
6.3
3
10.3
7
30.4
Moderate collab.
32
20.3
7
24.1
12
52.2
Extensive collab.
115
72.8
19
65.5
3
13.0
Sp. Ed. Trans. Specialist
No collab.
21
13.7
0
0.0
0
0.0
Minimal collab.
26
17.0
4
14.3
7
30.4
Moderate collab.
40
26.1
15
53.6
9
39.1
Extensive collab.
66
43.1
9
32.1
7
30.4
No response
5
3.1
1
3.4
0
0.0
Sp. Ed. Admin.
No collab.
9
5.7
2
6.9
1
4.5
Minimal collab.
23
14.6
16
55.2
9
40.9
Moderate collab.
46
29.1
8
27.6
8
36.4
Extensive collab.
80
50.6
3
10.3
4
18.2
No response
0
0.0
0
0.0
1
4.5
VR Counselor
No collab.
41
25.9
0
0.0
1
4.3
Minimal collab.
51
32.3
3
10.7
10
43.5
Moderate collab.
38
24.1
4
14.3
6
26.1
Extensive collab.
28
17.7
21
75.0
6
26.1
No response
0
0.0
1
3.4
0
0.0
VR Trans. Specialist
No collab.
52
33.5
3
10.7
3
13.0
Minimal collab.
46
29.7
2
7.1
8
34.8
Moderate collab.
37
23.9
5
17.9
5
21.7
Extensive collab.
20
12.9
18
64.3
7
30.4
No response
3
0.2
1
3.4
0
0.0
DDSN Rep.
No collab.
56
35.4
0
0.0
2
8.7
Minimal collab.
58
36.7
14
48.3
4
17.4
Moderate collab.
28
17.7
12
41.4
9
39.1
Extensive collab.
16
10.1
3
10.3
8
34.8
CIL Rep.
No collab.
118
74.7
22
75.9
6
27.3
Minimal collab.
26
16.5
4
13.8
6
27.3
Moderate collab.
7
4.4
3
10.3
5
22.7
Extensive collab.
7
4.4
0
0.0
5
22.7
No response
0
0.0
0
0.0
1
4.3
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Total %
%
1.0
9.5
24.3
65.2
10.3
18.1
31.4
40.2

5.7
23.0
29.7
41.6

20.1
30.6
23.0
26.3

28.2
27.2
22.8
21.8

27.6
36.2
23.3
12.9
69.9
17.2
7.2
5.7

Other Comm. Agency
No collab.
70
45.2
4
13.8
2
8.7
36.7
Minimal collab.
57
36.8
12
41.4
6
26.1
36.2
Moderate collab.
22
14.2
11
37.9
13
56.5
22.2
Extensive collab.
6
3.9
2
6.9
2
8.7
4.8
No response
3
0.2
0
0.0
0
0.0
Note: Percentages, except those in the Total % column, represent percentages within each
group. Ed= Educators, VR= Vocational Rehabilitation, Comm. Prov.= Community
Providers, Collab.= Collaboration

Table 4.3
Factor loadings and communalities based on a principal components analysis for
18 Barriers to Collaboration items
Member
Meeting
Agency
Time/
Traits Components Issues Workload
Turn-over of personnel
.72
Lack of knowledge of other agencies
.66
Lack of resource-sharing
.65
Lack of training in collaboration
.65
Absence of needed members
.63
Lack of communication
.62
Lack of common values
.58
Lack of accountability
.61
Lack of follow-through
.58
Lack of leadership
.76
Lack of focus
.76
Lack of clear agenda
.72
Lack of agency support
.83
Lack of knowledge of own agency
.81
Lack of alignment of goals
.76
Lack of collaboration time
.83
Scheduling difficulties
.83
Lack of work time
.51
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Table 4.4
Barriers to Collaboration by Factor: All Participants (N=210)
Standard
Factor, Survey Item
Mean
Deviation
Member Traits
2.28
.78
Turn-over, attrition, changes in collaborative personnel
2.19
.91
Lack of knowledge of the services of other agency(ies)
2.20
.96
Lack of resource-sharing from collaborative partners
2.32
1.00
Lack of training in collaboration techniques
2.23
.96
Essential collaborative partners not available as needed
2.30
.96
Lack of effective communication among collaborators
2.20
1.00
Lack of common values among collaborators
2.50
1.00
Meeting Components
2.32
.86
Lack of accountability for progress toward group goals
2.24
1.04
Lack of follow-through on agreed-upon tasks
2.25
1.02
Lack of effective leadership during collaboration
2.34
.99
Lack of focus during collaboration
2.42
1.01
Lack of clear agenda for collaborative activities
2.37
.96
Agency Issues
2.64
1.00
Lack of support from my own agency to collaborate
2.63
1.17
Lack of knowledge of my own agency’s policies
2.66
1.09
Lack of alignment between my agency and team goals
2.63
1.04
Time/Workload
2.20
.70
Difficulty scheduling convenient collaboration options
1.98
.75
Not enough time in collaboration activities
2.23
.83
Lack of work time between collaboration
2.38
.96
Note: Lower means indicate that the barrier is viewed as “more challenging”; Higher
means indicate a barrier is “less challenging”.
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Table 4.5
Factor loadings and communalities based on a principal components analysis for
13 Collaboration Strategy items
Member
Meeting
Responsibility
Organization
Effective communication
.78
Alignment between agency’s/team’s goals
.77
Understanding roles of other agencies
.73
Understanding of my own agency’s services
.73
Collaborators pool resources
.69
Collaborators accountable for goal progress
.68
Collaborators share values
.64
Adequate work time
.60
Minimized member attrition
.54
Collaboration reflects agreed-upon topics
.86
Collaboration utilizes agenda, objectives
.85
One collaborator serves as leader
.56
Collaborative time is focused
.51

Table 4.6
Strategies for Collaboration by Factor: All Participants (N=210)
Factor, Survey Item
Member Responsibility
Ensuring effective communication
Alignment between agency and team goals
Understanding roles of other agencies
Understanding my own agency services, policies
Collaborators pool resources to address issues
Collaborators are accountable goal progress
Collaborators share common values
Adequate work time between sessions for tasks
Minimizing member turn-over or attrition
Meeting Organization
Collaborative time reflects agreed-upon topics
Collaboration utilizes agenda, clear objectives
One collaborator serves as leader
Collaborative time is focused, well-spent
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Mean
3.63
3.78
3.67
3.73
3.74
3.68
3.63
3.54
3.51
3.37
3.59
3.62
3.71
3.25
3.79

Standard
Deviation
.40
.43
.49
.48
.47
.53
.56
.64
.59
.65
.42
.52
.50
.76
.42

Table 4.7
Factor loadings and communalities based on a principal components analysis for 14
Effects of Collaboration items
InKnowledge
Exit
School
of Options Supports Supports
Increased knowledge of services/agencies
.79
Increased knowledge of employment options
.79
Increased knowledge of academic options
.73
Improved referral process for transition services
.72
Increased knowledge of ind. living options
.71
Increased knowledge of services (professionals)
.63
Improved access to ind. living options upon exit
.86
Improved access to academic services upon exit
.80
Improved access to ind. living options in school
.75
Improved employment outcomes upon exit
.49
Improved access to academic supports in school
.74
Improved access to employment training in school
.71
More meaningful transition goals for youth
.69
Increased connections of goals with services
.61
Note: aca.= academic, ind. liv.= independent living
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Table 4.8
Effects of Collaboration by Factor: All Participants (N=210)
Factor, Survey Item
Mean
Knowledge of Options
3.07
Increase youth/families’ knowledge of services
3.07
Increase youth/families’ understanding of employment options 3.11
Increase youth/families’ understanding of academic options
3.00
Improve referral processes for transition services
3.07
Increase youth/families’ understanding of ind. liv. options
2.97
Increase professionals’ knowledge of transition services
3.19
Exit Supports
2.86
Improve access to ind. liv. support for youth who exited school 2.76
Improve access to aca. supports for youth who exited school
2.76
Improve access to independent living support while in school
2.87
Improve employment outcomes for youth who exited school
3.04
In-School Supports
3.10
Improve access to aca. supports for youth still in school
2.99
Improve access to employment training for youth in school
3.14
Increase capacity to develop meaningful transition goals
3.09
Increase capacity to connect transition goals with services
3.17
Note: aca.= academic, ind. liv.= independent living
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Standard
Deviation
.76
.86
.83
.85
.87
.90
.83
.83
.94
.93
.91
.89
.75
.87
.84
.83
.82

Table 4.9
Descriptive Statistics for Effect Factors by Role
Educators
n=158
Mean SD

VR
n=29
Mean SD

Comm.
Providers
n=23
Mean SD

Total
N=210
Mean
SD

Barriers Factors
Member Traits
2.29
.81
2.29 .80 2.15 .51
2.28
.78
Meeting Components 2.34
.88
2.36 .88 2.14 .63
2.32
.86
Agency Issues
2.56 1.02 2.86 .97 2.92 .84
2.64
1.00
Time/Workload
2.12
.69
2.45 .78 2.46 .54
2.20
.70
Strategies Factors
Member Resp.
3.61
.42
3.74 .32 3.62 .31
3.63
.40
Meet. Org.
3.61
.43
3.62 .38 3.45 .39
3.59
.42
Effects Factors
Knowledge of Option 3.05
.80
3.20 .67 3.02 .52
3.07
.76
Exit Supports
2.84
.85
3.02 .86 2.79 .70
2.86
.83
In-School Supports
3.08
.78
3.28 .71 2.97 .56
3.10
.75
Note: Comm. Providers= Community Providers, VR= Vocational Rehabilitation, SD=
Standard Deviation, Member Resp.= Member Responsibility, Meet. Org.= Meeting
Organization, Comm. Providers: Community Providers
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Table 4.10
Kruskal-Wallis One-way ANOVA for Interagency Collaboration Factors
Factors
Barriers Factors
Member Traits

Meeting Components

Agency Issues

Time/Workload

Strategies Factors
Member Responsibility

Meeting Organization

Role

Mean

Educator
VR
Comm. Prov.
Educator
VR
Comm. Prov.
Educator
VR
Comm. Prov.
Educator
VR
Comm. Prov.

2.29
2.29
2.15
2.34
2.36
2.14
2.56
2.86
2.92
2.12
2.45
2.46

Educator
VR
Comm. Prov.
Educator
VR
Comm. Prov.

3.61
3.74
3.62
3.61
3.62
3.45

Effects Factors
Knowledge of Options

F

p-value

.36

.84

.62

.73

3.57

.17

9.12

.01

3.07

.22

4.20

.12

Educator
3.05
VR
3.20
1.86
.39
Comm. Prov.
3.02
Exit Supports
Educator
2.84
VR
3.02
1.62
.45
Comm. Prov.
2.79
In-School Supports
Educator
3.08
VR
3.28
3.18
.20
Comm. Prov.
2.97
Note: Comm. Prov.= Community Providers, VR= Vocational Rehabilitation; Educator
n=158, VR n=29, Comm. Prov. N=23
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Table 4.11
Descriptive Statistics and T-tests for Factors by Current Transition Team
Membership Status
Currently Not Currently
Members
Members
n=81
n=129
Barriers
Member Traits*

Mean

SD

Mean

SD

t

df

Sig.

95% CI

2.53

.88

2.16

.67

3.63

137

.000

.19-.64

Meeting Components*
2.58 .95 2.16
.75
3.34 142 .001 .17-.66
Agency Issues
2.93 1.07 2.45
.91
3.53 208 .001 .22-.76
Time/Workload
2.50 .71 2.01
.62
5.26 208 .000 .31-.67
Strategies
Member Responsibility 3.67 .38 3.60
.40
1.32 208 .189 .04-.18
Meeting Organization
3.69 .40 3.53
.43
2.67 208 .008 .04-.27
Effects
Knowledge of Options
3.29 .67 2.93
.78
3.36 208 .001 .15-.56
Exit Supports
3.04 .82 2.74
.82
2.56 208 .011 .07-.53
In-School Supports
3.27 .73 3.00
.74
2.71 208 .007 .08-.49
Note: *=Levene’s test revealed non-homogeneity of variance, therefore Welch t-test
value reported for these items
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Table 4.12
Descriptive Statistics and T-tests for Factors by Previous Team Membership Status
Served on a Never Served
Team
on a Team
n=94
n=116
Mean

SD

Mean

SD

T

df

Sig.

95% CI

Barriers
Member Traits*
2.48 .83
2.11
.70
3.40 180 .001 .15-.58
Meeting Components*
2.52 .91
2.16
.77
3.00 182 .003 .12-.59
Agency Issues
2.92 1.03 2.40
.92
3.82 208 .000 .25-.78
Time/Workload
2.42 .71
2.02
.64
4.34 208 .000 .22-.59
Strategies
Member Responsibility 3.67 .36
3.60
.42
1.34 208 .183 .03-.18
Meeting Organization* 3.68 .38
3.52
.44
2.70 207 .008 .04-.27
Effects
Knowledge of Options
3.17 .75
2.99
.76
1.70 208 .090 .03-.39
Exit Supports
2.93 .82
2.80
.85
1.15 208 .252 .09-.36
In-School Supports
3.17 .74
3.04
.75
1.30 208 .194 .07-.34
Note: *=Levene’s test revealed non-homogeneity of variance, therefore Welch t-test
value reported for these items
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CHAPTER 5
DISCUSSION
Overview of the Study
General findings from longitudinal research of post-school outcomes show that
youth with disability are less likely to be enrolled in or to have completed postsecondary
education, less likely to live independently, and are shown to earn lower wages/salary
than non-disabled peers (Newman et al., 2011). One component of improving transition
outcomes includes coordinated and collaborative planning among transition
professionals. Transition planning is an individualized process that includes multiple
stakeholders from various agencies (Brown et al., 2017). Unfortunately, transition teams
face major challenges planning and maintaining effective interagency collaboration
(Lueking & Lueking, 2015; Plotner, Trach, & Shogren, 2012). The focus of the present
research was to explore factors that contribute to effective inter-agency collaboration in
transition planning for individuals with disability. Specifically, this study utilized survey
research to examine transition service providers’ levels of collaboration for transition
planning, perceptions of the barriers to interagency collaboration, strategies for effective
interagency collaboration, and observed effects of interagency collaboration on transition
outcomes. The focus of this study were the following six research questions:
1. What are the reported levels of collaboration for transition professionals?
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2. What do transition professionals indicate as the most challenging barriers to
effective collaboration?
3. What do transition professionals indicate as the most effective strategies for
effective collaboration?
4. What do transition professionals indicate as the perceived effects of
collaboration?
5. Do transition professionals’ perceptions of the components of collaboration vary
based on their professional roles?
6. Does membership in a formal collaborative team affect transition professionals’
perceptions of components of collaboration?
To identify potential study participants, sampling techniques consisted of direct
contact sampling and snowball sampling (Mertens & Wilson, 2012). Special education
district administrators, state Vocational Rehabilitation (VR) coordinators, state
Department of Disability and Special Needs (DDSN) coordinators, Centers for
Independent Living (CIL) directors, and the director of the state Council for Exceptional
Children were contacted through email to request their participation in the linked survey,
and were asked to forward the survey link to other individuals in their agencies who
currently serve transition-aged youth (ages 13-21). Additionally, members of district
transition teams who have worked with the Transition Alliance of South Carolina
(TASC) and whose email addresses were listed on the TASC website were contacted
through email and were requested to forward the survey to others in their agency serving
transition-age youth with disability.
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Participants received a link to the Interagency Collaboration for Transition
Planning Survey, a 79-item survey consisting of three sections: Demographics, Transition
Teaming, and Collaboration Components (Strategies, Barriers, and Effects). The final
instrument, created for this study, was a result of multiple stages of development
including a review of related literature within the fields of collaboration and transition. At
the close of the survey window, it was determined the total number of usable responses
was 210. Survey response data was uploaded into the Statistical Package for Social
Sciences (SPSS) software program for analysis.
Summary of Findings
General Levels of Collaboration and Training
Findings from the present study indicated variability in the perceptions of
interagency collaboration based on participant roles. General findings showed that more
than three-quarters (80%) of participants indicated Moderate to Extensive levels of
collaboration with others in general, as well as with others within their own agency.
When asked to indicate level of collaboration with outside agencies, 35.4% of all
participants indicated Minimal collaboration, 33.0% indicated Moderate collaboration,
and 25.4% indicated Extensive collaboration.
When responses were disaggregated by role, results indicated that none of the role
group (Educators, VR, or Community Providers) indicated Extensive collaboration with
other agencies. Educators (special education teachers, transition specialists, and
administrators) were most frequently identified as collaborating Extensively whether with
other educators and/or other agencies. Educators themselves, however, did not indicate
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Extensive or even Moderate collaboration with any other role besides other Educators,
while VR and Community Providers indicated Extensive to Moderate collaboration with
the Educator roles.
An additional notable finding related to participants’ experience receiving
professional development training related to interagency collaboration. More than threequarters of participants (79.6%) indicated receiving professional development in
collaboration strategies at least one time per year, with 48.6% indicated receiving training
multiple times per year. Interestingly, few participants reported never having received
training in collaboration (17.6%).
Impact of Role on Collaboration
The findings presented above were further analyzed to determine any associations
between role groups and perceptions of factors related to collaboration. The present study
sought to identify participants’ perceptions of various mechanisms that impact
interagency collaboration. To simplify and organize the components of collaboration,
exploratory factor analysis (EFA) was used to reduce the number of Barriers, Strategies,
and Effects variables into factors. Review of the data revealed the most challenging
Barrier factor indicated by participants as Time/Workload which includes variables such
as lack of collaboration time, difficulty scheduling convenient options, and lack of work
time between collaborative meetings. Participants indicated that they perceived Member
Responsibility as the most effective Strategy factor and In-School Supports as the most
notable Effects factor.
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The Barrier factor Time/Workload was determined to be the only factor to show
statistically significant differences of means across the three role groups. Specifically,
Educators viewed Time/Workload as a more challenging Barrier than both VR
representatives and Community Providers. Because Educators make up the largest
percentage of respondents, Time/Workload was shown as the most challenging Barrier
overall; however, when examining the perceived Barriers disaggregated by role, each
group identified different factors as most challenging. VR identified Member Traits as
most challenging, while Community Providers identified Meeting Components as most
challenging. The finding that Educators view Time/Workload as a significantly more
challenging Barrier than other role groups is notable as this is the only factor where roles
perceptions differed this considerably.
Findings were also analyzed to determine any association among participants’
member status on a formal collaborative transition team, and their perceptions of
collaboration factors. Within the Barriers factors, current interagency team members and
non-current members both identified Time/Workload as the most challenging factor and
Agency Issues as the least challenging. Similarly, participants who previously served on a
formal interagency team as well as those who have not served on a team both indicated
Time/Workload as the most challenging Barrier. Interestingly, however, within the
Strategies factors, current or previous interagency team members and non-current
members identified different factors as most effective: Current and previous members
identified Meeting Organization as the most effective strategy, and non-members
identified Member Responsibility as the most effective strategy (no statistically
significant differences between groups). Likewise, within the Effects domain, current
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members perceived the greatest impact of collaboration was on team members’
Knowledge of Options, while previous members and non-members perceived In-School
Supports as most impacted.
Discussion of Findings
Understanding Roles’ Impact on Collaborative Levels
Results from the present study indicated some variability in perceptions of
collaboration among role groups. For instance, 42.0% of Educators indicated Minimal
collaboration with other agencies, while the largest percentage of both VR (51.7%) and
Community Providers (47.8%) indicated a Moderate level of collaboration with outside
agencies. While previous studies within this area have discussed differences in the
perceptions of collaboration based on role, few provide insight on the aspects
contributing to these differences. Taylor et al., (2016) identified similar variability in
perceived involvement in transition activities between educators and VR counselors.
Specifically, the authors found that educators reported VR counselors’ participation in
transition-related activities were limited to the annual IEP meeting, while almost half of
the VR respondents reported participating in transition-related student activities at least
monthly. While the study identified variance in the perceived frequency of participation
in collaborative activities, it did not discuss other factors useful in identifying levels of
collaboration. Simply defining levels of collaboration based on frequency or duration
omits such factors such as the perceptions of meaningful contributions, participation, or
reliability of members.
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The findings from the present study could be interpreted in a number of ways.
Perhaps Educators maintain a higher expectation for the amount of collaboration they
consider Extensive, and therefore expect more interaction with other agencies. Educators’
expectations of collaboration and perceptions of the various collaboration levels may not
align with the expectations of other role groups. Secondly, perhaps differences in
responsibility, values, or other inherent traits of the different collaborator roles
contributed to the variance in perceptions. Findings from the present study allude to this
point as Educators, VR, and Community Providers indicated different levels of
collaboration among other agencies, but did not indicate significant differences in their
perceptions of any of the Strategy factors (Member Responsibility, Meeting
Organization), or in three of the Barrier factors (Member Traits, Meeting Components,
and Agency Issues). These results indicated that the variance in perceived levels of
collaboration cannot be easily attributed to these objective constructs, but may be traced
back to variances among the roles themselves.
The Educators group indicated noticeably lower perceived levels of collaboration
with members of outside agencies than the levels indicated by VR and Community
Providers. This view provides a third possible insight to the variance in perceived
collaboration levels: Perhaps Educators simply have fewer opportunities within their
work time for collaborative activities than the other role groups, and they therefore do not
perceive their collaborative levels as Extensive or Moderate. Other role groups may
actually participate in collaboration activities at a higher level simply because of the
increased opportunity to do so. For instance, VR and Community Providers may be
members of several district collaborative teams, or may be responsible for overseeing
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transition services for an entire region or state, and therefore may participate in multiple
interagency collaborative teams. While Educators implement services which may be
results of collaborative planning, the time spent in implementation would not be
considered collaborative time. Perhaps more often the Educator role in collaboration may
be viewed as actually a reflection of the results of effective collaboration. This is not to
say that VR or Community Providers have more time in general, just that they have a
larger percentage of their work time in which they are expected to engage in collaborative
activities. The differences in perceptions of collaborative levels may vary among roles
simply because the job descriptions and expectations are different. This raises the
discussion for how to best facilitate enhanced collaboration for groups of professionals
when some members actively collaborate at high levels and some do not actively
collaborate in formal meetings at all.
Time/Workload as an Inhibitor to Collaboration
Study participants identified Time/Workload as the most challenging Barrier to
effective collaboration. This finding indicated a different prioritization of challenges than
those identified in previous research. For instance, Oertle and Trach (2007) identified
through a review of the literature that collaborators identify barrier issues such as poorrelationship building, poor communication, poor meeting preparation, and lack of
coordination among agencies as frequent barriers. Pfeiffer and Cundari (2000) identified
barriers such as variations in terminology, eligibility criteria, and regulations across
agencies. Benz et al. (1995), and Plotner, Rose et al., (2017) identified barriers including
a lack of knowledge of VR services and, as well as gaps in understanding the needs of
transition-age adults.
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As discussed earlier, most participants in the present study indicated receiving
training in collaboration either yearly (31.0%) or multiple times per year (48.6%).
Perhaps this training helped to mitigate the initial barriers related to group-dynamics
identified in previous research, leaving Time/Workload (a difficult Barrier to address
with training) to be identified as the most challenging Barrier factor perceived by
participants in the present study. Meaningful and purposeful training in collaboration has
been shown to reduce barriers and increase productivity (Pfeiffer & Cundari, 2000) and
the research base demonstrating the positive effects of collaborative teaming has resulted
in models and technical assistance programs designed to help developing teams move
towards effective collaboration (Noonan et al. 2013). Previous research has identified
joint trainings as a potential strategy in addressing these barriers (Benz et al., 1995;
Oertle & Trach, 2007; Taylor et al., 2016), but research in effects or outcomes of
collaboration training is lacking.
Training in interagency collaboration may also provide tools and methods for
effectively navigating many aspects of team dynamics, however, as noted above, the
Time/Workload factor encompasses issues that may not lie within the scope of group
member trainings. This factor could be viewed as more closely related to work
responsibilities, the values and focus of the agencies, and agency expectations for
prioritization of duties. Interestingly, the present study indicated that participants viewed
Agency Issues as the least challenging Barrier, a finding which could be utilized in
addressing the more hindering Barriers. For instance, agencies whose goals align with the
collaborative teams’ may be more likely to provide increased work time and/or
considerations for adjusting workload to help address the Time/Workload factor.
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Supportive agencies may be more apt to respond to requests of their workers for more
time to focus on collaborative goals in order to benefit all transition-related stakeholders
and students. Presenting meaningful evaluation results indicating the individual teams’
needs could provide agencies with ideas for how to continue supporting and shaping the
growth of effective collaborative teams. As for the results of this study, agencies may
recognize the need to provide more time for collaborative activities and collaborationrelated work of team members.
The Value of Team Participation on the Perceptions of Strategies
The present study identified that as a whole, participants viewed the Strategy
factor of Member Responsibility as most effective, which included components such as
ensuring effective communication, understanding agency policies, pooling resources,
sharing common values, and maintaining accountability for goal progress. When
separated by role, the Member Responsibility factor remained the highest ranked Strategy
for collaboration by Educators, VR, and Community Providers. This finding aligns with
the Promising Practices identified by Furney et al. (1997) which identified strategies
such as developing trust, communication, and accountability in the planning process,
having leaders to promote interagency awareness and collaboration, utilizing structures to
promote communication among stakeholders, and strengthening processes to disseminate
information across agencies. Participants in the present study indicated that they perceive
Member Responsibility components as more effective than strategies related to the
structure of meetings (use of an agenda, having one leader, ensuring time is focused and
reflects agreed-upon topics). This finding is notable as it indicates that regardless of
member role, communication, knowledge, commitment, and work time of the
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collaborative members are viewed as more important for teams to focus on than simply
frequency or organization of formal meetings.
Interestingly, however, when responses relating to Strategy were disaggregated
not by role, but by team membership status, participants who either currently served or
previously served on a formal collaborative transition team indicated Meeting
Organization as the most effective strategy, rather than Member Responsibility. Perhaps
this result can be explained by the fact that current and previous members have had actual
experience with collaborative meetings and have had opportunities to recognize both the
benefits of organized procedures, as well as the challenges of ineffective procedures.
Non-members without experience in interagency collaborative meetings may have
assumed that interpersonal traits of team members affect the success of collaboration,
whereas experienced members actually recognized that ensuring efficient, organized
meetings outweighs the personal experience or interpersonal traits of the team members.
This finding emphasizes the importance of continuous evaluations of team-level
functioning and individualized goals-based progress monitoring of collaborative teams.
Generalized views of effective collaboration may not encompass the actual goings-on
within current collaborative teams as described through this particular finding.
Implications for Practice
The findings from the present study indicated several potential implications for
the practice of interagency collaboration. As discussed above, participants in this study
reported notably high frequencies of training in interagency collaboration which may be
relevant when considering the effectiveness of technical assistance programs such as
TASC. Other implications relate to the importance of recognizing variance of team
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member perceptions when assessing levels of collaboration, and that these variances may
be based on member role and expectations of collaborative activities. Additionally,
general assumptions of effective collaboration may not reflect the perceptions of actual
collaborative team members, especially when examining specific components of
collaborative structures, thereby indicating the importance of team-level evaluation of
functioning.
Designing Tools to Address Barriers
One implication from the findings in the present study may be the potential
impacts that collaboration training tools may have on addressing common initial barriers
to interagency collaboration, including gaps in team member knowledge of agencies,
communication skills, and misaligned values among team members. This finding may be
helpful in encouraging other teams not currently utilizing resources such as state-wide
technical assistance models to consider training to address knowledge barriers.
Additionally, this implication of the benefits of collaborative training may be valuable for
states not currently employing a state-wide interagency collaboration assistance model to
encourage them to consider implementation.
Secondly, the present study results may imply that next steps for teams already
functioning at an effective collaborative level may include the use of tools for effectively
approaching agency decision-makers about the need for readjustments of time or
workload constraints to better support the collaborative initiatives. For instance, training
programs and technical assistance models can develop modules to support teams looking
to address these needs among their interagency team members. Development of valid
team-level assessment tools, whose results can be presented to agency leaders, can assist
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in pinpointing the areas of support needed, as well as techniques for utilizing additional
time/work resources to best support collaboration. Targeted evaluations of needs would
validate a team’s request for these assets and may lead to an increased likelihood of these
resources being granted.
Finally, to further address the variance in perceptions among role groups,
individualized team-level evaluations tools should consider assessing both the team
members’ “current levels” of aspects of collaboration, as well as the “perceived ideal
levels” of particular aspects (Frey et al., 2006). This measure would indicate what level
of collaboration stakeholders perceive as needed at any point in time, as well as how far
the team is from their ideal state. For instance, perhaps a Minimal level of collaboration
among particular interagency members is all that is needed for sustained progress towards
transition-related goals (e.g. between teachers and VR counselors), while an Extensive
level of collaboration among other members is needed for productivity (e.g. between
district transition coordinators and VR counselors, etc.). This consideration recognizes
the variances in perceptions among the role groups and works to promote clear
communication and alignment of the values and goals of the collaborative team.
Alignment of Roles, Expectations, and Workload of Collaborators
An additional consideration for teams who indicate that Time/Workload is the
most prominent Barrier may be a reexamination of the team members participating in
collaboration. As discussed previously, because of the recognized importance of the VR
counselor role in planning for postsecondary transition, and the need for these counselors
to be available for interagency collaboration beyond the scope of a typical VR counselor,
many states have gone so far as to develop a Transition VR Counselor role designated to
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provide services specifically to transition-age youth. These Transition VR Counselors,
whose caseloads are at least 50% transition-age youth, report higher levels of preparation
in facilitating services for this age group, and assign a higher importance to interagency
collaboration than typical VR counselors (Plotner, Trach, Oertle, & Fleming, 2014). This
adjustment in role and job description within VR was a result of a recognition of the need
for more targeted services for the transition population, and perhaps should be
implemented among other participating agencies, particularly school districts. While
some school districts have designated Transition Specialists or Coordinators dedicated to
planning and implementing services for youth and families preparing for postsecondary
settings, many districts do not provide for this role. Results of the present study, in which
Time/Workload is identified as a significantly challenging Barrier among Educators, may
further indicate the need for dedicated transition professionals within districts, rather than
assigning interagency collaboration as an additional duty for special education teachers or
administrators to manage.
Future Research Directions
Measuring Effectiveness of Collaboration Training
The present study has a number of implications for future research including
implementation of specific collaborative procedures, preparing and training transition
professionals in collaboration, and the tracking of student transition outcomes. While the
present study aimed to identify the perceptions of various role groups on components of
collaboration, the findings are not immediately applicable to local-level teams aiming to
improve collaborative functioning. Future research in the application of team-level
evaluations, followed by targeted interventions to improve collaborative functioning
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could seek to generate findings regarding specific barriers or strategies utilized by teams.
Additionally, further research of the structuring of collaborative teams, including the
standardization of training manuals and targeted training with feedback could indicate
effective practices (Oertle and Seader, 2015). Finally, for current district-level teams,
future research may focus on the effects of specific collaboration training, as well as the
longevity of these effects. For instance, do teams see immediate effects after participating
in collaboration training, and if so, how long do these effects persist? This information
could prove helpful for technical assistance providers such as TASC when prescribing
specific training topics or recommending frequency of trainings to teams.
Exploring Preservice Training in Interagency Collaboration
Oertle et al. (2017) have identified that preparation programs for professionals in
transition-related fields (i.e. special education, rehabilitation counseling, etc.) are often
housed in different academic departments with independent discipline-specific standards
and accreditation bodies, preventing any collaborative opportunities among students in
these training programs. As training in collaboration has been shown to reduce common
barriers to collaboration (Benz et al., 1995; Oertle & Trach, 2007; Taylor et al., 2016),
future research regarding potential collaboration among preservice provider professionals
may be warranted. Future studies in the areas of collaboration training at the university
level may lead to a reimagined preservice curriculum in which collaboration is expected
among various professional areas.
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Examining Results of Interagency Collaboration
Another area of future research is the comparison of student transition outcomes
and the influence of collaborative planning. Studies examining team collaborative
functioning levels and the postsecondary transition outcomes of students who were
supported by these teams could indicate specific factors of collaboration present in the
teams and any correlation among outcomes. Longitudinal outcome data for both team
functioning and student outcomes could provide valuable information regarding the
maintenance of effective teaming. The present study does not claim to identify the most
effective practices, but simply the perceptions based of transition professionals.
Limitations
Recruitment of participants was based on convenience sampling within one state,
therefore potentially limiting the generalization of these results. Determining precise
response rates was not possible due to the snowball sampling method, as there was no
tracing of who received a survey invitation and who actually completed a survey.
Additionally, varying agency protocols within school districts and other agencies
hindered the snowball sampling option as some employers disallowed the forwarding of
surveys to other employees.
The survey design relies on self-report measures and perceptions of effects of
interagency collaboration. Verification of this information is not possible due to the
subjective nature of the Likert scale rankings. Self-response data is susceptible to
influence of social desirability, such as answering questions based on what would be
perceived to be favorable by others, and should be considered as a limitation of this study
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(Mertens & Wilson, 2012). Before dissemination, the survey was reviewed by content
experts for clarity and alignment to the identified constructs, however, respondents were
not provided opportunity to review the survey for readability, clarity, or
comprehensiveness.
As noted throughout the study, survey items asked participants to report their
perceptions of the barriers, strategies, and observed effects of interagency collaboration.
The results reported indicate perceptions of these components. This study does not imply
that the findings are actually the most challenging barriers, the most effective strategies,
or the most likely effects of collaboration, but simply that these are the perceptions of this
sample group; no claims of correlation or causation among these findings and transition
outcome data are appropriate based on this study design.
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APPENDIX A: SURVEY INTRODUCTION AND DESCRIPTION LETTER
Hello,
Your assistance is needed in this study aimed at examining current practices and
perceptions of collaboration among professionals who serve transition-age youth with
disability (ages 13-21). Specifically, the purpose of this study is to explore factors that
contribute to effective interagency collaboration, based on the viewpoints of
professionals such as special educators and administrators, Vocational Rehabilitation
professionals, and community agency professionals. The study will be used to identify
strategies and barriers affecting collaboration, perceptions of the effectiveness of
collaborative activities, as well as current team practices. The data will be used to inform
technical assistance programs relating to transition planning teams statewide. The survey
responses are anonymous and strictly voluntary.
You are being asked to complete this survey because of your role serving transition-age
youth with disability, either through direct or indirect services. Even if you do not
currently collaborate with other transition professionals, you are still asked to complete
the survey based on you work with transition-age students with disability.
There are no risks associated with completing this survey. The data derived from this
survey will remain confidential and will only be released as summaries with no
identifying information. If at any time you feel uncomfortable, please do not complete the
survey.
Thank you for your participation!
Elizabeth (Liz) Magee
PhD Candidate- Special Education Research and University Teaching
University of South Carolina
mageee@email.sc.edu
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APPENDIX B: SURVEY FEEDBACK FORM
Survey Feedback Form
Thank you for agreeing to review the survey instrument for my study aimed at examining
inter-agency collaboration among transition planning professionals. If you have any
questions, please contact me by e-mail at mageee@email.sc.edu.
1. Were the items within the Demographics section clear?
Clear
5

4

3

2

Unclear
1

Comments

2. Were the items assessing components of Transition Teaming section clear?
Clear
5

4

3

2

Unclear
1

Comments

3. Were the items assessing components of Collaboration Dynamics clear?
Clear
5

4

3

2
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Unclear
1Comments

4. Were the items assessing components of Personal Contributions clear?
Clear
5

4

3

2

Unclear
1

Comments

5. Did the survey items adequately cover the Strategies for collaboration among
transition planning professionals?
Adequate
5

4

3

2

Inadequate
1

Comments

6. Did the survey items adequately cover Barriers to collaboration among
transition planning professionals?
Adequate
5

4

3

2

Inadequate
1

Comments

7. Were the items assessing the Effects of collaboration clear?
Clear
5

4

3

2

Comments
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Unclear
1

8. Were there any terms/wording in the survey that were unclear?
Comments

9. Were there items that you felt were redundant?
Comments

10. Were there any items on the survey that need to be deleted?
Comments

11. Were there concepts that need to be added to the survey?
Comments

12. Other comments

Thank you for your time and feedback!
Please save the document in the following format “ITPSFeedback[YOUR INITIALS]”
and send via email to mageee@email.sc.edu .
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APPENDIX C: INTERAGENCY COLLABORATION FOR TRANSITION
PLANNING SURVEY
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